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Peter Treutlein fo be assistant naval constructor with the

rank of lieutenant (junior grade).

Joseph L. Schwartz to be assistant surgeon with the rank
of lientenant (junior grade).

Francis G. Ulen to be assistant dental surgeon with the rank
of lieutenant (junior grade).

Adolphus R. Gleitsman to be assistant dental surgeon with the
rank of lieutenant (junior grade).

Arthur J. O'Leary to be lieutenant colomel in the Marine

Corps.
Adolph B. Miller to be major in the Marine Corps.
Allen E. Simon to be major in the Marine Corps,

POSTMASTERS,
CONNECTICUT.
Edward 8. Coulter, Essex.
GEORGIA,

John W. English, Helena.
Victor L. Howe, Tallapoosa.

HAWAIL

Thomas E. Longstreth, Lihue.
ILLINOIS.

Edward F. Ledoyt, Sandwich.
LOUISIANA,

Robert Y. Newell, Newellton.
Charles Janvier, New Orleans.
Neil D. Womble, Winnsboro.

NEBRASKA.

Herbert O. Paine, Cook.
Lory D. Russell, Ansley.
Charles M, Evans, Arapahoe,
Lorena W. Doe, Areadia.
John E. McClure, Axtell.
William I. Tripp, Belvidere,
Hannah Price, Bennett.
George G. Bruckert, Bruning,
Gladys Kesterson, Carroll.
Edward H. Bishop, Central City.
Hans Jensen, Cozad.
John J. Adams, jr., Crawford,
Louis K. Musser, Crookston.
John Grabenstein, Eustis,
Richard A. Gibson, Friend,
Will H. Lamm, Gering.
Elizabeth McGuire, Hampton,
George A. Herzog, Harvard.
Harry L. Stebbins, Holbroolk,
Kathryn F, Michael, Liberty.
Ernest G. Miller, Lynch.
Charles H, Kuhns, Maxwell.
Walter I. Farnham, Merna.
Frances H. Marnell, Nebraska City.
Burton C. Gentle, Norfolk.
Wesley E. Snider, Osceola.
Leo A. Rengler, Overton,
Perry E. Chase, Page.
Horton W, Bedell, Peru.
Homer T. Davey, Ponca.
Frank J. Kovar, Schuyler,
Thomas W, Cook, Scotia.
Gustav Blassl, South Sioux City.
Earl W. Glandon, Stapleton.
Margaret M. Anderson, Stromsburg,
Albert E. Pratt, Tobias.

OREGON.

Iva E, Russell, St. Helens.

TEXAS,
Sudie Gaut, ‘Arp.
Gurney H. Kindred, Bloomington,
John T. Wallace, East Bernard.
Edward E. Layton, Gorman,
Leila A. Pyeatt, Richardson.
Mabel E. Kennedy, Rockport.

UTAH.

William L. Cash, Castle Dale.
Thomas €. Smiley, Helper. .
B. F. Caffey, Sunnyside.

Edward J. Young, jr., Vernal

APRIL ),
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Frivay, Adpril 9, 1920,
The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. .

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D, D., offered the
following prayer:

We wait upon Thee, our Father in heaven, for wisdom to
guide us in our quest for truth.

We thank Thee that Thon hast made us progressive beings
and placed within our reach the means for the betterment of
our condition—physieally, intellectually, morally, spiritually.

The fact that the race has passed from savagery to bar-
barism, from barbarism to civilization, is the guaranty for the
still betterment of life and its conditions,

Give us wisdom, grace, harmony, brotherly love; through
Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.
EXTENSION OF REMARKS. .

Mr., TILSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend in the REcorp some remarks of my own upon the subject
of redueing the number of civil employees in the Government.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Connecticut asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the, Recorp in the
manner indicated. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Dudley, its enrolling
clerk, announced that the Semate had passed joint resolution
of the following title, in which the coneurrence of the House
of Representatives was requested:

Joint resolution (S. J. Res. 189) authorizing and directing the
accounting officers of the Treasury to allow credit to the dis-
bursing elerk of the Bureau of War Risk Insurance in certain
cases. ?

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION REFEREED,

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate joint resolution 189, au-
thorizing and directing the accounting officers of the Treasury
to allow credit to the disbursing clerk of the Bureau of War
Risk Insurance in certain cases, was taken from the Speaker’s
table and referred to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

‘TEBMINATION' OF STATE OF WAR WITH GERMANY,

The SPEAKER. Under the special order debate upon the
peace resolution is now in order.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MAppEN].

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, gentlemen on the Democratic
side argue that the House of Representatives under the Con-
stitution is not a part of the treaty-making power, and that the
passage of this resolution by the House is an infringement on
the constitutional prerogatives of the President, who is charged
with the negotiation of treaties.

It must be understood by gentlemen that this resolutlon is
not a treaty, nor does it assume to take away any of the Presi-
dent's treaty-making rights. The Congress under the Constitu-
tion is charged with declaring war and raising and maintaining
armies and navies. The President under the Constitution is
made Commander in Chief of the armies and navies and as such
is charged with the responsibility of directing these forces in
time of war.

On November 11, 1918, the President appeared before a joint
session of the Senate and House of Representatives of the
American Congress and submitted the terms of the armistice
signed by Germany, and in the following words declared the
WAr Was OVer:

The war thus comes to an end; for, having accepted these ferms of
armistice, it will be impossible for the German command to renew it,

Later he proceeded to Paris to negotiate a treaty of peace,
and upon his temporary return, before the completion of that
work, he announced to the American people that he intended to
urge the formation of a league of nations and have it so inter-
woven in the treaty of peace that it would be impossible for
the Senate to unravel it.

He kept that promise. And when he finally returned, affer
the treaty of Versailles was signed by the allied nations and
the President, representing the American people, he submitted
the treaty for consideration by the Senate, and has continued
to insist upon its ratification without amendment. Fortunately
for the Nation, the Senate has insisted upon the incerporation
of reservations intended to protect the United States from en-
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tangling alliances with the nations of the world, and to make
clear the responsibilities to be ussumed by this country under
the provisions of the treaty.

I take the liberty of setting forth the resolution of ratification
with the reservations presented by the Republicans of the Senate
during the consideration of the treaty, and adopted by a major-
ity of the Senate, but failing to receive the two-thirds necessary :

Resolved (two-thirds of the Benalors present concurring therein), That
the Senate advise and consent to the ratification of the treaty of peace
with Germany concluded at Versailles on the 28th day of June, 1919,
subject to the following reservations and understandings, which are
hereby made a part and condition of this resolution of ratification, which
ratification is not to take effect or bind the United States until the said
reservations and uvnderstandings adopted by the Senate have been ac-
ceﬁted as a part and a condition of this resolution of ratification é’(f the
allied and associated powers, and a failure on the part of the allied and
associated powers to make objection to said reservations and under-
standings prior to the deposit of ratification by the United States shall
be taken as a full and final acceptance of such reservations and under-
standings by said powers:

1. The United States so understands and construes article 1 that in
case of notice of withdrawal from the League of Nations, as provided in
eaid article, the United States shall be the sole judge as to whether all
its international obligations and all its obligations nnder the said cove-
nant have been fulfilled, and notice of withdrawal by the United States
!glltayt be given by a concurrent resolution of the Congress of the United

ates.

2. The United States assumes no obligation to preserve the territorial
integrity or political independence of any other country by the employ-
ment of its military or naval forces, its resources, or any form of
economic diserimination, or to interfere in any way in controversies
between nations, including all controversies relati to territorlal in-
tegrity or political independence, whether members of the league or not,
under the provisions of article 10, or to wlny the military or naval
forces of the United States, under any article of the treaty for any

urpose, unless in any particular case the Congress, which, under the

onstitution, has the sole power to declare war or authorize the employ-
ment of the military or naval forces of the United States, shall, in the
exercizse of full liberty of action, by act or joint resolution so provide,

3. No mandate shall be accepted by the United States under article
22, Part I, or any other provision of the treaty of peace with Germany,
except by action of the Congress of the United States.

4. The United States reserves to itself exclusively the right to decide
what questions are within its domestic jurisdiction and declares that all
domestic and political ?uesﬁons relating wholly or in part to its internal
affairs, including immigration, labor, coastwise traffic, the tariff, com-
merce, the suppression of traffic in women and children and in opium and
other dangerous drugs, and all other domestic questions, are solely
within the jurisdiction of the United States and are not under this
treaty to be submitted In any way either to arbitration or to the cou-
gideration of the council or of the assembly of the League of Nations, or
any agency thereof, or to the decislon or recommendation of any other
power. }

5. The United States will not submit to arbitration or to inguiry by the
assembly or by the council of the League of Natlons, provided for in said
treaty of peace, any questions which in the judgment of the United

tates depend upon or relate to its long-established policy, commonly
known as the Monroe doetrine ; said doctrine is to be interpreted by the
United States alone and is hereby declared to be wholly outside the
Jurisdiction of said League of Nations and entirely unaffected by any
provision contained in the sald treaty of peace with Germany.

. The United States withholds its assent to articles 156, 157, and
1068, and reserves full liberty of action with respect to any controversy
which may arise under said articles.

7. No person is or shall be authorized to represent the United States,
nor shail any citizen of the United Btates be eligible, as a member of ang
body or agency established or authorized by said treaty of peace wit
Germany, except pursuant to an act of the Congress of the United
States providing for his apgu!n tment and defining his powers and duties.

8. e Uni States understands that the reparation commission will
regulate or interfere with exports from the United States to Germany,
or from Germany to the United States, only when the United States by
gct or joint resolution of Congress approves such regulation or inter-

erence.

9. The United States shall not be ohl{ﬁated to contribute to any ex-
penses of the League of Nations, or of the secretariat, or of any com-
mission, or committee, or conference, or other agency, organized under
the League of Nations or under the treaty or for the purpose of carrying
out the treaty provisions, unless and until an appropriation of funds
available for such expenses shall have been made by the Congress of
the United States: vided, That the foregoing limitation shall not
ag‘ply to the United States’' proportionate share of the expense of the
oftice force and salary of the secretary general.

10. No plan for the limitation of armaments ?roposed by the counci!
of the League of Nations under the provisions of article § shall be held
a8 binding the United States uniil the same shall have been accepted
by Congress, and the United States reserves the right to increase its
armament without the consent of the council whenever the United
States is threatened with invasion or engafed in war,

11. The United States reserves the right to permit, in its discretion,
the nationals of a covenant-breaking State, as defined in article 16 of
the covenant of the League of Nations, residing within the United
States or in countries other than such covenant-breaking State, to con-
tinue eir commercial, financial, and personal relations with the
nationals of the United States.

12, Nothing in articles 296, 297, or in any of the annexes thereto, or
in any other article, section, or annex of the treaty of peace with Ger-
many shall, as against citizens of the United States, be taken to mean
any confirmation, ratification, or approval of any act otherwise illegal
or in contravention of the rights of citizens of the United States.

13. The United States withholds its assent to Part XIII (arts. 387
to 427, inclusive) unless Congress by act or joint resolution shall here-
after make provision for representation in the organization established
by said Part XIl1I, and in such event the participation of the United
States will be governed and conditioned by the provisions of such act
or joint resolution.

14. Until part 1, being the covenant of the League of Nations, shall
be so amended as to provide that the United States shall be entitled
to cast a number of votes equal to that which any member of the
league and its gelf-governing dominions, colonies, or parts of empire, in

the a egate shall be entitled to cast, the United States assumes no
obligation to be bhound, except in cases where Congress has previously
glven its comsent, by any election, deecision, report, or finding of the
council or assembly in which any member of the league and its self-
governing dominions, colonies, or parts of empire, in the aggregate have
cast more than one vote.

The United States assumes no obligation to be bound by any declsion,
report, or finding of the council or assembly arising out of any dispute
between the United States and any member of the league if such member _
or any self-governing dominton, colony, empire, or part of empire united
with It politically has voted.

15. In censenting to the ratification of the treaty with Germany the
United States adheres to the principle of self-determination and to the
resolution of sympathy with the aspirations of the Irish people for a
government of their own choice adopted by the Senate June 6, 1919,
and declares that when such government is attained h{ Ireland, a con-
summation it is hoped is at hand, it should promptly be admitted as a
member of the League of Nations.

It must be obvious to everybody who has studied the question
that if the treaty had been ratified as presented by the President
of the United States, this country would to-day have an Army
of anywhere from twenty-five to two hundred thousand in
Armenia and would have obligated itself to the expenditure of
not less than §757,000,000, and perhaps a billion dollars, as indi-
cated by the report of the American commission headed by Maj.
Gen, Harbord, after a comprehensive study of the conditions on
the ground.

It now appears, as the result of this study, how unfortunate it
would be for the United States to have accepted a mandatory
over Armenia, as the following reasons given by the Harbord
Commission show, as ft undoubtedly would have done if the
Senate had ratified the treaty with the President’'s covenant of
the league without amendment :

1. The United States has prior and nearer foreign obligations and
n.m}:le responsibilities with dbmestic problems growing out of the war.

2, This region has been a battle ground of militarism and imperialism
for centuries. There is every likellhood that ambitious nations will
still maneuver for its control. It would weaken our position relative
to the Monroe doctrine and probably eventually involve us with a recon-
stituted Russia. The taking of a mandate in thls region would bring
the United Btates into the politics of the Old World contrary to our tra-
ditional policy of keeping free of affairs in the Eastern Hemisphere.

3. Humanitarianism should begin at home. There are a sufficient
number of difficult situations which ecall for our action within the well-
recognized spheres of American influence.

4. The United States has in no way contributed te and is not re-
sponsible for the conditions, political, social, or economic, that prevail
in this region. It will be entirely consistent to decline the invitation.

6. American philanthropy and charity are world-wide. Such a %ollcy
would commit us to a policy of meddling or draw upon our philanthropy
to the point of exhaustion.

6. Other powers, particularly Great Britain and Russia, have shown
continued interest in the welfare of Armenia. Great Britain is fitted by
experience and &:wernment. has great resources in money and trained
personnel, and though she might not be as sympathetic to Armenian
aspirations, her rule would guarantee securlty and justice. The United
States is not capable of sustaining a continuity of foreign policy. One
Congress can not bind another. Even treaties can be null by cut-
ting off apFroprlauons. Nonpartisanship is difficult to attain in our
Government,

7. Our country would be gut to t expense, involving probably an
increase of the Army and Navy. rge numbers of -Americans would
serve in a cuuntrg of loathsome and dangerous diseases. It is ques-
tionable if railroads could for many years pay interest on investments
in their very difficult construction. Capital for railroads would not
go there except on Government guaranty. The effort and money spent
would get us more trade in nearer lands than we can hope for in Russia
and Roumania.

Proximity and competition would increase the possibility of our
becoming involved in conflict with the policies and ambitions of Htates
which, now our friends, would be made our rivals. -

8. Our gpirit and energy can find scope in domestic enterprises or in
lands south and west of ours. Intervention in the Near East would rob
us of the strategic advantage of the Atlantic, which rolls between us
and probable foes. Our reputation for fair dealing might be impaired,
Efficient supervision of a mandate at such a distance would be difficult
ornitx;:ponslble. We do not need or wish further education in world
politics.

9. tPeaee and justice would be equally assured under any other of the
grea 'Wers,

10. It would weaken and dissipate our strength, which should be
reserved for fu ngibilities on the American Continent and in
the Far East. Our line of communication to Constantinople would be
at the mercy of other naval powers, and especially Great Britain, with
Gibraltar and Malta, ete., on the route. =

. These institutions have been respected even by the Turks through-
out the war and the massacres, and sympathy and respect would be
shown by any other mandatory.

12. The peace conference has definitely informed the Turkish Govern-
ment that it may e t to go under a mandate. It is not conceivable
that the League of Nations would permit further uncontrolled rule by
that thorou, Ier discredited Government, -

13. The duty of America is to its own people and its ncarer
neighbors. Our country would be involved in this adventure for at least
o generation, and in counting the cost Congress must be prepared to
advance such sums less such amounts as the Turkish and trans-Caucasjan
revenues should afford.

The League of Nations would have committed the United
States to the protection of the political integrity and geographi-
cal boundary lines of every nation in the world. 1t would have
forced the country into every European quarrel. It would
have authorized the council of the league, consisting of nine
members, to direct when, and how, and where the people of
the United States should send their sons into battle. It would
have forced American boys in large numbers to serve in countries
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of loathsome and dangerous diseases. It would have required
a constant increase in the Army and Navy for this purpose, and
would foree upon the American people the necessity for con-
seripting American boys to fight foreign wars without choosing
which side they were to fight on.

The League of Nations would have committed America’s na<

‘tional ideals to a body of men whose customs, languages, stand-
ards of conduct, and race habits are not in keeping with our
own. America would have but one vote in the counecil of this
league and would be powerless to prevent any action which the
council might choose to take. It would have swept aside the
Constitution and ecarried us irresistibly into the Old World cur-
rents. It would have made us participants in the 1,000-year-old
feuds of European nations. It would have committed the desti-
nies of a free people into the keeping of a hidden power over
whose actions we would have no contrel. It would have forced
us to be internationalists instead of nationalists. It would have
placed upon us untold burdens, the extent of which no man
could foresee. It would have left our boys to bleach their bones
upon battle flelds in wars in which we had no interest. It
would have modified the Constitution of the United States by a
method contrary to the provisions now provided by the Consti-
tution itself, and left the Representatives of the people of the
United States in the Congress with nothing to do but vote men
and money whenever so directed to do by the council of the
- league. R

Most of the European wars have had their origin in commer-
cial rivalry, resulting in territorial aggression. The rulers of
European nations have fought to gain power for themselves
and their dependent relatives. Their ambitions have never
taken into consideration the rights of the people. They have
used the people s a pawn to advance themselves. The life of
the people with them has had no value, except as they were
able to use it on the battle fields to promote their power. Surély
the people of the United States must feel grateful to the patri-
otic men who represent them in the Senate for their insistence
upon Americanizing the covenant of ‘the league which would
impose such burdens, if adopted without amendment,

The ratification of the league without amendment would have
given the people of Europe power over the people of the United
States, and this power would undoubtedly be used for the pro-
motion of European interests, regardless of its effect or its
cost in blood and treasure to the American people,

We have responsibilities of our own at home. They should
receive our first consideration. We have many problems of
great moment demanding our attention. They should be our
first care. We should not place upon the shoulders of the Ameri-
can people the calamities and burdens of the earth. The ratifi-
cation of the League of Nations without amendment would force
us to do that. 1

The men who first inhabited Continental America were a
sturdy lot. They came here to eseape tyranny and to find
liberty. They endured the privations of the pioneer. They
felled the forests; they cultivated the soils; they fought the
Indians; and they established the foundations of an enduring
Republic having freedom for its purpose. We enjoy the bless-
ings of this freedom to-day. Shall we jeopardize it or shall we
preserve it? Shall we develop along broader lines the peaceful
industries of the Nation, or shall we join in the intrigue of
foreign nations and become a part of the forces which they
command? Shall we protect America against unholy alliances
or shall we become internationalists?

We live in the greatest land under the sun. We have en-
joyed the blessings of liberty handed down to us by our fore-
fathers, and our people have shown their courage to defend
that liberty on every battle field where the honor of the Nation
was at stake. We should under no circcumstances jeopardize
the freedom of the Western Hemisphere at the solicitation of
any dreamer or doctrinaire. We are a people of peace. After
every war which our men have fought they have returned
to their homes and families and the cares of private life.
They have been willing to pursue the policy of developing
peaceful industries and have gone to war only when the
Nation’s honor was at stake,

Our forefathers framed a government teo save in pence what
they had gained in war in the early days, and we are asked
by the President to create something that will lose in peace
what we won in war.

The founders of the Government left a solemn warning to
their descendants to safeguard human rights; to foster the
liberty which they had established. They warned us against
entangling alliances with foreign nations. They knew and
hated the kings and nobles; they hated their cruelties and cus-
toms; they admonished us to let Europeans settle their own
quarrels; but the President advises otherwise, and he objects

becaunse the Senate of the United States, a coordinate branch
of the Government, with treaty-making powers, insists upon
the protection of American rights.

We entered into no alliance with Europe when we declared
war. We considered Germany a menace to free government.
She had murdered our citizens, sunk our ships, destroyed our
property, and prevented our commerce on the high seas,
There was nothing for us to do but to protect our interests and
the interests of our people. We did that, but we were careful
not to enter into any alliance with the allied nations who were
fighting Germany. We sought no world dominion; we simply
wished to protect American rights. We accomplished that
purpose by the successful termination of the war; but the
President, even now, 17 months after the close of the war,
still insists on keeping the Government of the United States
in a state of war, and this resolution is simply intended to
declare a state of peace and incidentally to repeal the war
powers granted to the President during the period of the war
in more than 80 acts, which he is now exercising and which
he ought not longer to be permitted to exercise. The people
of the United States should be permitted to go their way in
peace; to conduct their affairs without war restrictions; to
enter upon their legitimate concerns with a knowledge that
there is no danger of them infringing upon a war right.

This resolution is perfectly within the power of the Congress
and the House has the right to originate it. The President, the
treaty-making poiver, has refused to act; he has refused to con-
sider amendments to the League of Nations, to which he seems
to be wedded. He professes to believe that the people of the
United States are in favor of the league on the ground that it
would bring peace. God knows we are all for peace, but the
League of Nations, far from bringing peace, will involve us in
continued war; but to the extent that the United States can
properly enter the league without yielding its sovereignty to
the control of foreign powers I should be glad to see it formed
with America as part of it, but with a league that surrenders
any American right to any foreign nation with the power of any
council of any league controlled by anybody outside of the
United States to dictate policies to the American people, I am
oppgsed unalterably, now and always,

Bince the President has refused to act, refused to consulf,
refused to comrpromise, it seems to me the time has come for
the voice of the people to be heard, and this resolution presumes
to express their views, for I verily believe that four-fifths of the
American people are for Ameriea, whatever the other one-fifth
may be for; but for America I stand. T want to see the League
of Nations covenant Americanized. I am not an internation-
alist; I am a nationalist, with all that the term implies. I be-
lieve that the United States, as an independent entity with all its
power and wealth and its sense of justice, can be more useful
to the world without alliances of the kind provided in the Presi-
dent's covenant of the league unamended than it ean be as a
member of such a league. It stands out with its hand held aloft,
beckoning the people of the world onward toward freedom and
justice; its food supply, its wealth, its power, and its men are
always at the service of the world where justice is at stake. It
should hold itself aloof from all alliances; it should be ready to
meet whatever issue comes. It should join in its own way, at
its own free will, under the direction of its own Government, and
with the consent of its own people, in any movement for the
world’s betterment, but it should do so freely, without coercion,
without dictation, without orders. It should be in fact what it
is in name, the paramount spokesman of the world’s liberty and
eternal justice. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gentle-
man from Mississippi [Mr. Quix].

Mpr, QUIN. Mr. Speaker, this is not a question of the League
of Nations. The gentleman fromr Illinois [Mr. MaopeN] made
a very able address, at which no one from his viewpoint could
take grievanee; but that is not the issue before tis. All of us, I
believe, every man on both sides of this House, want to see the
United States Government at peace with our late enemy. We
are not the peace-making power under the Constitution. This
branch of the Congress has no right to interfere with the Presi-
dent and the Senate in respect to the League of Nations and the
treaty that the Senate has been considering all these long, weary
months. Neither have we the power under the Constitution to
usurp the authority to. pass such a resolufion as is now pending
before this body. No one knows this fact any better than does
the Republican majority. Any man who understands practical
politics ean readily perceive that this resolution is pure dema-
goguery and humbuggery. Any man who runs can read that.
Replying to the gentleman from Alabamra [Mr. Huppreston], 1
beg to say that the cooked, poisoned fish that he proposes to
swallow along with the Republicans, endeavoring to fool the
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Ameriean publie, will not be swallowed by me, and it will not
be swallowed by the great majority of the Democrats of this
Congress. The idea of standing up and doing such a thing under
our oath as Members of the American Congress, which we took
to uphold the Ceonstitution in all its sanctity and its legality, is
repulsive. We would subvert the Constitution of this great
Government by passing this contemptible resolution. It would
be an insult to the boys who wore the uniform of this great Na-
tion, who went out to fight for the principles for which this
Government was founded, as well as for the civilization of the
world. [Applause cn the Democratic side.] The people of our
country gave freely of their treasure and made burdensomre
sacrifices, and to now pass this hypoeritical resolution would
cast ignominy upon us all.. Can we, as intelligent and patriotic
Americans, face the people whe contributed down to the very
bottom of the till to the Red Cross and the Y. M. C. A, who sub-
seribed for Liberty bonds, if we should pass this resolution?
Above all, could we face the mothers who gave their sons, some
of whom lie now yonder in the soil of France, with the poppies
blowing above their graves, while those mothers grieve for them
at home? You pretend to represent the American people and to
pass this contemptible and hypoeritical resolution and leave the
enemy free from being bound to stand by and support the great
victory that our soldiers won as set forth in the treaty which
wgs made to safeguard and protect us. [Applause on the Dem-
ocratie side.]

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Mississippi |

has expired.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from Tennessee [Mr. HuLr].

Mr. HULL of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, of course it is im-
possible within the limits of 10 minutes to enter inté a real dis-
cussion of the guestions which this resolution raises. I desire
only to offer a few words of comment on two or three phases of
it. As I conceive the present situation, as it relates to peace
and to the treaty of peace, the authorities on whom the Consti-
tution imposes the duty and in whom it vesis the power of nego-
tiating peace have failed to perform that duty, and entirely, as
I look at it, because of political conditions. The Senate, I fear,
has failed thus far, seriously and earnestly, to exercise its
fullest endeavors in the discharge of its treaty-making duties
and power. The resnlt of the temporary deadlock thus created
is that after mearly 10 months of delay, accompanied by every
kind of agitation and injection of political and other matters
wholly foreign to the merits of the treaty, we now find, strange
to say, the House of Representatives, by means of a purely legis-
lative measure, undertaking to exercise the most vital and im-
portant part of the treaty-making power of the Government.

On the horrible treaty situation whieh politics and personali-
ties have created I wish to read a few lines from two or three very
distinguished gentlemen. They relate to a situation as it now
exists and as the House is now undertaking further to develop
it, and that is to add another political step in the efforts extend-
ing over 10 months to discredit the President in the performance
of his treaty-making functions and duties. [Applause en the
Democratic side.] A noted French writer a short time ago made
this statement:

What has come about is the destruction of all confidence in the capacity
of American plenipotentiaries to negotiate,

In five or six years, when an American President offers us a treaty on
any subject whatever, we shall repl{hto him, * No; thanks, What ean

you give us in the way of guaranties that your Senate will ratify? Bring
us first the consent of the Senate. Then we will talk.”

The Republicans do not np%eat to understand that in discrediting
Wilson as a negotiator of treaties, at the same time diseredit for
three generations future Presidents of the United States who try te
negotiate treaties.

[Applause on the Democratie side.]

On the 4th day of February, 1809, Senator Edward O. Wol-
cott (Republican), of Colorado, replying to the threatened atti-
tude of certain Democrats who were undertaking to raise foreign
issues on the then pending Spanish treaty, used this language:

For one, I believe that issue a fair one, and 1 am ready, as all good
citizens ought to be, to meet the views of the whole American people
ngon the question of the conduct of the war, of its achievements, and
of the policy this country should pursue at its eclose. But it is de-
plorable, Mr. President, that in formulating such an issue and in pur-
suit of such a policy those leaders should find it necessary to seek to
dishonor this Government and the administration which has guided us
s0 wisely throu‘ih the troubled sea of imternmational complications and
brought us to the threshold of an honorable peace; that they shounld
seek to degrade us in the face of the nations of the world; and that
they shoull attempt to bring about some fancied political advantage by
an effort to defeat the ratification of a treaty which, if unratified, must
bring back a condition of war as it existed before the report of the
wcominissioners, passive it may be, Mr. President, but full of uncer-
talntty and full of disaster to the interest and the welfare of our
country.

For srm:r lml'& 1 do not believe these tactics can win. There are on
both sides of this Chamber enough men animated with high patriotism
ready to obliterate party lines and to stand shoulder to shoulder to-
gether and with the Government, not because it is a Republican Gov-
ernment but becauge it is an American Government.

Mr. Speaker, this language applies in its every word, syllable,
and letter to the conditions brought about by the present Repub-
lican Congress and now existing. [Applause on the Democratie
gide.]

Senator John Sherman on February 25, 1863, must have had
just such a partisan Congress as the Sixty-sixth in mind when

he said:
We do no good to our cause, no d to our country, by constant
the President, by arraigning him here, as I have heard
him arraigned, as a tyrant and an imbecile, * * * If we allow his
authority to be subdued and overrun we destroy the authority of the
Government of the United States.

Now, Mr. Speaker, it has been said that this treaty is killed,
and that it was killed by its friends. I want to say in reply
to that that arson amd murder are never committed by the real
friends of the victim; they are always committed either by an
avowed enemy or a pretended friend, and I dare say that those
who offer eriticism of the administration in connection with
these treaty negotiations and the treaty delay will find diffi-
culty in convincing the American people that the true and
real friends of .this treaty are responsible for whatever injury
has been suffered thus far from the failure to bring about peace.
Now, coming down to the present proposal. I agree that if this
resolution had stopped with sections 1 and 2 you would have
been on much stronger ground than you are. I agree that after
the cessation of hostilities, to which the President referred in
the statement often quoted in this debate, it is within the power
of the legislative branch, speaking for itself, to say that so far
ag it is concerned * we have quit fighting.” The war, that is,
hostilities, has ceased, in so far as *“ we are concerned.” That
is the expression of one will, but this resolution does not stop
there. It undertakes to couple section 3 as an integral and
component part of sections 1 and 2. Section 3 in particular puts
this House in the attitude, by a mere legislative act, of calling
on the German Government to agree to a large number of things,
such as Senator Kxox wrote in his recent resolution, after which
this resolution is patterned. The Knox resolution expresses
some of the numerous agreements to which Germany is expected
through this statutory proceeding to comply. His resolution
says this:

That unless the German Government notifies the Government of the
United States that it acquiesces In and confirms Urevmbg to the
United States all undertakings and covenants contained in the treaty
of Versailles conferring upon or assuring to the United States or its
nationals anghrlghts, powers, or benefits whatsoever, and concedes to
the United tes all righ privileges, indemn.iﬂenhrepmtiona, and
advantages to which the United States would have been entitled if it
were a nﬂrﬁg party to said treaty, the President of the United
States shall have power, by proclamation, to prohibit commercial inter-
course between the United States and Germany and the making of loans
or credits, and the furnishing of financial assistance or supplies to the
German Government, or the Inhabitants of Germany, directly or indl-
rectly, by the Government of the United States or the inhabitants of the
United States.

Now, for failure to agree t6 mest of these many proposals
the pending resolution says we shall sever eommercial relations
with Germany. I say, Mr. Speaker, that there is not the remotest
shadow of even a fleeting doubt that the terms of sections 1,
2, and 3, which must be taken together, embrace an outright
general treaty proposition in every possible essential. [Ap-
plause on the Democratie side.] No man can go before any
ecourt or any fair-minded tribunal and seriously argue other-
wise.

While section 3 ostensibly and pretendedly proposes 'as its
cehief purpose the establishment of reciproeal trade relations
with Germany, a fair construetion of this section reveals its real
and decidedly paramount purpose as an endeavor to have the
German Government agree to assure to the United States and its
nationals all the benefits and advantages which the President
and the allied nations had compelled the German Government
to write into the treaty of Versailles. The reeiprocal trade pro-
posal is not only minor and incidental, but, suggested in this
manner, it stands out as the merest sham and pretense. The
real compelling meaning and intent of section 3 is under a
puny, puerile, silly threat to require the German Government,
as stated, to agree in substance and in effeet, although the
language of the resolution is in negative form, to many of the
innumerable eovenants, contracts, understandings, and arrange-
ments seeuring the treaty rights, privileges, benefits, penalties,
indemnities, and so forth, to the United States from the German
Governinent, as negotiated and written into the treaty of Ver-
sailles. Im other words, section 3, by the use of negative lan-
guage, attempts to do in some measure what the language in
the Knox resolution undertakes to accomplish by ineluding “ all
undertakings and ecovenants contained in the treaty of Ver-
sailles,” and se forth. It is attempted in a feeble way to bolster
up the so-called reciproeal trade contention of section 3 by citing
section 8 of the reciprocity provision of the McKinley tariff act
of 1890, and the opinion of the Supreme Court of the United
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States sustaining its validity. There is no easier task than
that of distinguishing this and similar enactments of Congress
under its exclusive legislative power to levy and collect duties
and to regulate commerce with foreign nations, from the bald
treaty proposal embraced in section 3 of the pending resolution.

The acts of Congress relating to reciprocal trade and the
decisions of the courts construing them have never in any
remote sense trenched upon the treaty-making power of the
United States Government., The Constitution gives the Presi-
dent the power generally to negotiate commercial treaties.
Congress, as a rule, must exercise its legislative power either
under the authority to levy and collect duties or to regulate
commerce with foreign nations in order to carry into effect
such commerecial treaties. Either Congress or the Executive
may take the initial step, as each has done, but in so doing
the Executive in the past has in no wise encroached upon the
legislative action necessary, nor has Congress, on the other
hand, encroached upon the treaty-making functions of the
President and the Senate in this connection. The decision of
the Supreme Court in the case of Field against Clark dealt
alone with the question of whether Congress could delegate to
the President what was alleged as its legislative power to levy
duties, or, rather, to put in effect by proclamation duties already
conditionally imposed by Congress.

It will be noted that the conditions preseribed as a prerequi-
site to the issuance of such proclamation by the President was
entirely within the scope and nature of reciprocal trade legisia-
tion, and in no wise sought to make ns a condition the one-sided
execution of an entire treaty of peace with its wholesale condi-
tions, qualifications, contracts, and covenants, such as are con-
tained in the German-American provisions of the treaty of Ver-
sailles. No such condition was ever written in any congres-
sional enactment relating to reciprocal or other trade relations,
but on the contrary only such condition or conditions as were
germane to this subject. The Supreme Court in the case of Field
ugainst Clark, touching on this very point, used the following lan-
guage concerning this class of trade statutes:

In the judgment of the legislative branch of the Government it is
often desirable if not essential for the protection of the interests of
our people against the unfriendly or discriminating regulations estab-
lished by foreign Governments in the interests of their people to invest
the President with large discretion in matters arising out of the execu-
tion of statutes relating to trade and commerce with other nations.

These statutes, as I have been specially pointing out, have re-
lated to * trade and commerce with other nations,” and until
the pending resolution was offered I dare say the idea that a con-
dition might be made a part of a reciprocal trade statute which
would require a sovereign power to enter info a wholesale peace
treaty with this Government—a matter wholly foreign to all
such commercial statutes and decisions thereon—has never been
dreamed of until now. It has never been contended that any of
the long list of congressional enactments relating to reciprocal
and other trade relations with foreign nations ever in any in-
stance transferred legislative power from Congress to the Presi-
dent or transferred any part of the treaty-making power from
the President to be exerciced under the legislative power of

NEress.

When considered together as they must be, sections 1, 2, 3, and
4 of the pending resolution constitute an outright treaty proposal
such as the Constitution vests exclusively in the President with
the approval of the Senate. Viewing the clearly defined treaty-
making power of the President with the approval of the Senate
and the purely legislative power of the two Houses of Congress,
each entirely separate and distinct, as contained in the Constitu-
tion, there is no room to escape the conclusion just stated. But
even if the resolution were valid the conditions which the de-
mands of section 3 impose on Germany renders the idea of her
acceptance utterly absurd.

Mr. Speaker, the proposed resolution will mean absolutely
nothing when it passes the House. It will only have served the
purpose intended of allowing our Republican friends to play
politics and thereby endeavor to confuse, mislead, and prejudice
the public mind with respect to peace and peace conditions.

Instead of hastening or facilitating real and practical peace
conditions, such performances as this resolution affords only
complicate and delay the kind of peace the American people
are longing for and have had a right to expect during the past
eight months, and which they would have received long since
but for politics. When one political party in control of the
legislative branch follows the fixed policy of opposing whatever
is proposed by the executive branch of the Government without
regard to its merits, the country can scarcely expect congres-
gional action in the usual and orderly way and must be pre-
pared for just such vexatious and injurious delags as we have
seen in the case of the nonratification of the peace treaty.

4

I can searcely conceive of a more dishonorable attitude before
the world than that in which this resolution would place the
United States Government and the American people. It places
us in the attitude of rejecting the treaty negotinted at Ver-
sailles and signed by Germany and all our allied Governments,
but at the same time demanding of the German Govermment
that it shall comply with the terms of the treaty in so far as
they bestow benefits upon the United States and its citizens.
It would be impossible to express or to imagine the amazement,
hatred, contempt, and ridicule with which the allied Govern-
ments and enlightened nations the world over would view our
Government and our people if this resolution should be passed
over the President's veto by two-thirds of both Houses of
Congress and seriously transmitted to Germany by a House or
Senate messenger. The name of the United States would become
a hiss and a byword in every civilized country on earth. And
yet this is precisely the pusillanimous proposal that would
bé made to Germany after deserting our allies, if the Repub-
licans in Congress viewed this resolution seriously, which they
do not. In my judgment, if all the politics contained in beth
ends of the Capitol Building could have been segregated and
confined to the House end for as much as three hours of any
day during the past eight months, the treaty of Versailles would
have been ratified without destructive reservations, and peace
in the fullest sense and with all its blessings and advantages
“i'ou!d have come to the people of this and other countries long
since.

Mr. Speaker, every Member of Congress and every true
American citizen alike have desired peace with all that the
term implies at the earliest possible date after the signing of
the armistice, but to support the pending resolution, confessedly
designed as the purest political buncombe, and not in any sense
intended to advance the cause of peace so much as to retard and
hurt it, would constitute a far higher tribute to one’s politics
than to one's patriotisin.

AMr. MOORES of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, T yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr, DickiNson].

Mr. DICKINSON of Towa. Mr, Speaker, one of the things re-
quired of every Government is that it be flexible to meet the
conditions of every emergency. I believe it was sald of one of
the former Presidents that he must be shown the law for every
step he took. It was said of another President that he must be
shown the law against a proposition. In view of the fact that
these two propositions seem to be involved here, it seems to me
that most of our discussion here from one side of the Flouse is
to show the law in favor of this resolution. On the other side
it is to show the law against the resolution. Most of the argu-
ments from the Democratic side of the House opposed to this
resolution have been based upon the premise that the resolution
is an invasion of the treaty-making power. It is the contention
of the drafters of the resolution that it does not invade the
treaty-making power. We have not been shown any law, or any
rule by which it can be construed, that shows that this resolu-
tion invades the treaty-making power. That being the case,
most of the citations and most of the examples cited by the
Democratic side of the House here in cpposition to this resolu-
tion therefore come amiss of the mark. If you take a false
premise, it is an easy matter to show that the world is flat and
that water will run up hill, but you can not do it if you take well-
founded prineiples which no one can deny. The conflict of inter-
ests here now is between the domestic and internal affairs of our
Government and between the foreign policy of our Government,
and which one shall be given preference by the legislative branch
of our Government now. Which one do we want to forwardl
here ; which one do we want to protect?

Regardless of where the blame lies and regardless of whether
the President is at fault or the Senate is at fault, it must be
admitted by everyone that the peace-making machinery of our
Government is in a hopeless deadlock. The armistice was
signed on the 11th day of November, 1918, nearly 17 months
ago: and while the treaty of peace befween the Imperial Ger-
man Government and the United States was signed at Versailles
on June 28, 1919, it has not been ratified, and has been returned
to the President and the usual method of ferminating a war
status has completely failed. It is certainly not within the
meaning and intent of the Constitution that when Congress de-
clares a war the only method of stopping a war is through a
treaty negotiated in the regular way. If this be the case, a dead-
lock between the President and the Senate could keep us in war
for an indefinite length of time, and although the House might
withdraw support by means of refusing to pass appropriations,
this would not relieve us of an internal condition of war. It is

not hard to perceive conditions under which the present dead-
lock of a peace treaty could continue for a period of some un-
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limited time, and should a President and a Senate be elected
of opposing parties and of adverse views on a war policy it
might be possible to hold the matter up for at least a term of
four years and possibly longer. For one, I am not ready to
admit that when Congress once declares war no right exists
to end the same except through the Executive treaty-making
power, for, if this be true, the Executive of the country could
keep us in war indefinitely without our approval or consent and
against the will of the great majority of our people.

During the war our industries were concentrated on a war
basis by duly authorized acts of Congress; unnecessary indus-
tries were eliminated and rules and regulations adopted in-
tended to conserve our material, our munitions, and so forth,
for war purposes. By reason of the war ending and the cessa-
tion of hostilities, the necessity for this condition has been en-
tirely removed and necessity exists now for industries to return
to their prewar peace basis. When the war made large demands
upon industries and when every industry could dispose of twice
the amount of its product that it could produce, it was an easy
matter for industries to survive; but when the war ceases and
our industries must return to a normal basis, when our foreign
exports will begin to decrease, when our foreign imports will
commence to increase, we find that, in order to protect our indus-
trles and ouy workmen, it is necessary that many of the rules
and regulations now existing, under which they are compelled
to transact their business, must be repealed. In case this is not
brought about at an early date many industries will sooner or
later face insolvency, many workmen will be thrown out of em-
ployment, and in many cases wages will have to be adjusted to
new conditions, and our commercial life will be at such a nervous
tension that unless relief is given in ample time panie conditions
will endure, and instead of bringing this adjustment about gradu-
ally it will be brought about through a panic, disastrous in every
Way.

For the above reason I am thoroughly convinced that the re-
peal of the present war-time legislation will do more to relieve
the present unrest, to relieve the tension under which men are
working, to convince men that they should resume their prewar
employment, and to discourage extravagance than any other pos-
sible act that this House can favorably consider at the present
session.

The present unrest is due to many causes, among which we
find the demand for short hours of labor, thereby cutting down
the amount of production; the contention between the farm
and city labor, the drifting of farm labor to the city by reason
of attractive wages and shorter hours; favors gained by one
class of laborers but not secured by another; the curtailment
of production in many lines on account of the reasons heretofore
given ; the lust for idleness, brought about by war conditions;
the inflation of the present monetary standard wherein one
dollar is only worth about one-half its former value in pur-
chasing power; the unprecedented demand for labor in every
line of worl, thereby creating a false standard of wage earn-
ings; the fact that the Old World has been demanding Amer-
ican produce while it was fighting out its battles; and many
other conditions which show to us that with the resumption of
commercial relations with foreign countries we must be abreast
in production and financiering in order to hold our own in the
coming affer-war tide which is sure to follow from foreign
competitors at an early date.

Secondly, I want to call your attention to the
the resolution :

Article 1 declares that the state of war, heretofore found to
exist, has ended. There seems to be a great deal of con-
fusion that a war can not end except by a treaty of peace,
while the best authorities all agree that there are at least
three ways by which & war may end, as follows:

Belligerents may (1) abstain from further acts of war and %}j,do
into aceful relations without expresslfv g peace through a
:Pecm treaty ; or (2) belligerents may formally establish the condi-

on of peace through a special treaty; or (3) a belligerent may end
the war through subjugation of his adversary. (Oppenheim, Inter-
national Law, vol. 2, p. 322.‘)

There are three ways of terminating hostilities between States,
namely, (1) by a mere cessation of hostilities of both sides, without any
definite understanding supervening; (2) b& the conquest and subjuga-
tion of one of the contending gﬂuties by the other so that the former
is reduced to impotence and submission; (3) hg a mutual arrangement
embodied l111 a treaty of peace whether the honors of war be equal
O Under the first mode the relationships between the parties remaln in
a condition of uncertainty, and, owing to the numerous difficulties
involved, combatant States bave very seldom resorted to this method
of withdrawing from the war without arriving at some definite and
intelligible decision. (Phillipson, Termination of War and Treaties

of Peace,
that a condition of war can be raised without an

provisions of

p: 3.)

It is certain
authoritative declaration of war, and, on the other hand, the sitnation
of peace may be restored by the long suspension of hostilities without a
treaty of peace being made, History is full of such occurrences, What

riod of suspension of war is necessary to justify the presumption of
he restoration of peace has never yet been settled, and must in every
case be determined with reference to collateral facts and eircumstances,
(Mr. Seward, Secretary of State, July 22, 1868, Dip, Cor., 18688, vol. 2,
Pp. 32 to 34, cited Moore's International Law, vol. T, p. 336.)

Section 2 provides for the repeal of the present war-time legis-
lation, and among the acts which would be repealed by this sec-
tion, should it be enacted into law, are found the following:
The trading-with-the-enemy act, the alien custodian act, the
espionage act, the draft law, the Overman Act, and the Lever
pure-food act. Each and every one of these measures would be
repealed should this resolution be enacted into a law. These
laws are responsible for a great deal of the unrest which exists
in our country at the present time, especially in the condensed
centers thereof. I do not believe that anyone here thinks that
they should be continued for an additional length of time.
There are many other laws the repeal of which will be brought
about by section 2, but I mention these solely for the purpose of
showing that the more drastic measures which lead to a great
deal of the unrest would be immediately affected by the passage
of this resolution. This resolution would have the same effect
on this legislation as the ratification of the freaty by the Senate
and the proclamation of peace by the President.

Section 3 of the bill provides for the restoration of reciprocal
trade relations with the German Government and retains to our
citizens and to our country all rights preserved to them under
the treaty of Versailles.

Section 4 is merely a penalty section for section 3.

Section 5 reserves to us all of the rights, privileges, indemnities,
and advantages to which we are entitled under the terms of the
armistice or acquired in any other way by reason of our partici-
pation in the war.

Third. Authorities and precedents supporting this resolution.

Reference has heretofore been made that there are other ways
of ending war than making a treaty of peace. A great deal of
confusion has arisen for the reason that many confuse a reselu-
tion declaring that a state of war no longer exists with a treaty
of peace ending war. This resolution in sections 1, 2, and 5
deals purely with domestic matters and has vo reference whatso-
ever to our relations with other countries, It declares that a
satisfactory condition exists in this country and this resolution
can be used as a basis for the President in negotiating a further
treaty of peace.

It has been held in numerous cases that fhe House may pass
a resolution terminating, enforcing, and suggesting treaties.
(1502-1520, Hinds' Precedents, vol. 2, p. 975.) See sections
1504, 1505, 1514, 1520, Hallock’s International Law, volume 1,
page 334, which says:

Every treaty of peace is nothing more than a compromise.

See also same volume, page 330:

- By the Constitution of the United States of America the President
has the exclusive power of making treaties of peace which, when ratified
with the advice and consent of the Senate, become the supreme law of
the land, and have the effect of repealing all other laws of Congress as
of its States which stand in the way of their stipulations.

But Congress may at any time compel the ident to make peace
by refusing the means of carrying on the war, and its approbation is
necessary for the passage of any laws which might be required for carry-
ing into effect the stipulations of the treaty.

When we authorized the President to prosecute the war, did
we authorize him to continue the prosecution until the war ended,
or until the nations involved formulated themselves into an in-
ternational supergovernment aceording to his particular views,
and did we imply therein a right to enforce all war legislation
on the peoples of the country until the peoples of this country
acquiesced in his demands? President Wilson did not bring
back a treaty of peace to end war; he brought back the cove-
nants of a League of Nations, with the peace treaty an adjunct
thereto. Must we sit in silence with the peace machinery of our
Government locked? Must this Government of ours sit still untik
a referendnm is had fixing the blame and suggesting the remedy,
before a remedy can be had? Must we admit that in this situa-
tion our Government is unable to function and that present
conditions must continue until relief is found through the same
channels that have failed since November 11, 19187

By this resolution we are placing the legal machinery of our
Government in a position to await the coming of a treaty of
peace at some future date. We are restoring our commercial
and industrial life as near to a peace basis as possible under
existing conditions. We are holding our international and do-

mestic rights in status quo awaiting further negotiations. A
government that can not meet an emergency is not flexible; a
government that fails in an important function is doomed.
Our Government must not fail and it can not delay longer.
This resolution. is not an attempt to make peace with Germany,
but a resolution declaring that this country, so far as we are
concerned, considers the war at an end and that peace conditions
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shall be restored. I do not favor permitting the President to
legislate us into a League of Nations, under the guise of a peace
treaty, without the consent of the legislative branch of our
Government, and this resolution simply declares the condition
that shall exist in our country until the matter is finally deter-
mined by treaty. And yet when we present this resolution for
this purpose, and for this purpose only, when this honest and
conscientious effort is made to protect American rights and fur-
ther our privileges as American citizens, we are met by the
ferociong howl of the administration supporters that some one
is trying to discredit the President. If we must discredit the
President in order to protect the rights of our citizens, I for one
am willing to vote “aye.”
PRESUMPTION AB TO VALIDITY,
[From Federal Statutes Annotated, vol. 10, p. 392.]

The presumption is in favor of the validity of an act of Congress, and
it is only when the question is free from any reasonable doubt that the
court should hold an act of the law-making power of the Nation to be in
violation of that fundamental instrument upon which all the ?owors of
the Government rest. The provisions of an act should not be lightly or
i.nndvisedlg set agide, although if they be plainly antagonistic to the Con-
stitution it is the duty of the court to so declare.

[From Federal Statutes Annotated, vol. 11, p. 43.1
Congress has power to abrogate a treaty made by the President and
.approved by the Senate.
NEED OF LEGISLATURE TO GIVE EFFECT TO TREATIES.

Yet, although the power i given to the Executive, with the consent of
the Senate, to make treaties, the power is nowhere in positive terms con-
ferred upon Congreas to make laws to cnrrf‘ the stipulations of treaties
into effect. It has been supposed to result from the duty of the Na-
tional Government to fulfill all the obligations of treatles.

[From Tucker's International Law, vol. 11, p. 729.]

No power is given to the President and the Senate to effectuate the
terms of the treaty by legislation. On the other hand, power iz given
to Congress by law to carry into execution all the powers vested in
other departments of which the treaty-making power is one. Can the
conclusion be reached that the law-making department must then con-
cur in action with the treaty-making power to make the treaty effectual
as law to the people? Can an inference in favor of Executive authority
be admissible in the face of this expressed delegation of power to
Congresa to carry the treaty into execution? Can it be held that it
is obligatory upon Congress to do all of this—not discretionary—and
that Congress must register the will of the President and Senate with-
out power to dissent?

IMPLIED POWELS TO FULFILL TREATIES,

To this end it was needful only to make express grants of general
powers, coupled with a further grant of such incidental and auxiliary
powers as might be required for the exercise of the powers cxpressly

ranted. These poweys are necessarily extensive. It has been found,
fndeed. in the practical administration of the Government thnt a very
large part, if not the largest part, of its functions have been performed
in the exercise of powers thus implied. (Hepburn v. Griswald, § Wall,,
613: 19 W. C., 513.)

CONCLUSION.

In my judgment, it is imperative that the American people,
that American industries and American commerce, be relieved
from the present handicap of war legislation, There is no other
method by which this relief can be brought about at this time
except by action of this House, Our Government must not
cease to funetion in an emergency, even though the treaty-
making power is blocked by reason of a disagreement between
the Executive and one branch of the legislative department,
The United States is made up of a great pecople, all of whom
know of the freedom and opportunities of the American citizen-
#hip. The founders of this Republic had sense enough to make
Yip a Constitution which experience has shown to be a wonder-
ful document. When we realize that the United States, with 6
per cent of the population and 7 per cent of the land of the
world, produces 20 per cent of its gold, 25 per cent of ifts
wheat, 40 per cent of its iron, 50 per cent of its coal, 60 per cent
of its copper, 65 per cent of its oil, 75 per cent of its corn,
85 per cent of the automobiles, and has 40 per cent of all the
railroads, we then comprehend what a marvelous achievement
has been worked out under the American Constitution. As
Representatives in Congress, we are here to insure the domestic
tranquillity by this Constitution guaramnteed; we are here to
promote the general welfare of this American citizenship whose
wonderful achievements I have just described. Our Govern-
ment has stood the test; our citizenship speaks for its efliciency.
I would say to the college professor who with knit brow hints
approval of the socialism of Marx, “ You are not fit to instroct
our young men.” I would say to the public-school teacher who
says that our form of government is inferior to others, “ Your
resignation is acceptable.” I would say to the Russian and
German Bolshevist, “ Get out of our country and stay ouf.
Your teaching has no attraction for us.” Let us put more
Americanism into our teachings, our preachings, our congres-
sional legislation, and restore the American citizenship to its
prewar privileges and our country can not help but survive.

Who saves his country saves all things,
And all things saved do bless him;

Who lets his country die lets all things die,
And all things, dying, curse him. -

[Applause.]

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, in the wide range
of this discussion, it seems to me that one outstanding fact
has not been sufficiently stressed. There has been constant
reference here to the reasonable and insistent demand of the
public that the prewar status should be restored as com-
pletely as possible. There has been unlimited criticism of the
President and certain Senators as if they were responsible for
the prewar status not being restored. But the ouistanding
fact that has been glossed over is that the responsibility rests
directly on Congress. Except for the mere matter of the con-
tinuance of the war in a technical sense, Congress could long
ago have gone far in the direction of restoring the conditions
that existed prior to the war, not simply with respect to our
domestic concerns, but with respect to intercourse with Ger-
many and Austrin. But Congress has utterly failed to recog-
nize and perform its duty in that regard. It has not attempted
to take up the great problems consequent on the war for the
purpose of considering and disposing of them in a systematic
and comprehensive manner. It has made no attempt to deal
in any such manner with the mass of laws, some of them ex-
pressed in statutes aud some otherwise expressed, which it was
necessary to maintain in effect while the war was flagrant,
but which it was not necessary to maintain after hostilities
ceased without any prospect of hostilities being reﬁumed. Now
and then an individual statute has been dealt with and repealed
or amended, as, for instance, the railroad-control act and the
war-time prohibition aet, but I repeat that there has been
an utter absence of any general or coherent policy relative to
the modification of the war laws or relative to any of the
great problems swhich the war has created. Up to this time
we have observed a policy, if it can be called a policy, of in-
difference and drift, with really nothing done in response to
the continnous and crying demand of the public. Since the
extra session began on May 19, 1919, nearly a year ago, there
has not been a day or hour when Congress was not entirely
free to undertake a survey and analysis of the entire body of
the war laws—and not confining itself to the statutes enacted
since April 6, 1917—with a view to such apction touching the
individual laws as would place our domestic affairs and our
relations with the enemy nations on a practical and substan-
tial basis, This could have been done. It ought to have
been done last yvear, If it had been heretofore intelligently
done, there would be left now only a bare technical state
of war, with a minimum of embarrassment to this country
amd the enemy countries. But there has been an utter failure
to do it

What a contrast is afforded by the action of England.
Before the ink was dry upon the terms written in the armistice
England had gotten busy on the very line on which we are
only beginning to travel here. Parliament deliberately acted
before the expiration of November, 1918. Here the thipg that
might have been done has been left undone, and now the House
is expected to do something which it ought not to do by passing
a hastily conceived and hastily debated resolution without the
opportunity of making any change, however slight. It is
charged that the President was averse to the dotting of an “1"
or the crossing of a “t" in the trealy of peace, and we are now
invited to the same course here in respect to this important
resolution. [Applause on the Democratic side.] It might have
been expected that such a resolution, if believed to have merit
and desired to become a law, would have originated in the
Senate, which has done hardly anything else for several months
but talk about the guestions that the resolution involves, but
the Senate is evidently willing to try it out on the House and
let the House bear the humiliation incident to giving its ap-
proval to a resolution which hereafter will be regarded as
absurd. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Section 2 is undeniably within the power of Congress. It is
a blanket provision which attempts to modify the war statutes
enacted since April 6, 1917. It is confined to those statuteg, but
those statutes are so framed that to many of them it can
have no application. Its practical effect from an economic and
business point of view upon those to which it does apply would
require such study and analysis of the individual statutes as the
C'ommittee on Foreign Affairs has not made, and I doubt
whether any Member of this House has made. The section is a
long-delayed and feeble and a rather reckless effort to meet the
public demand that prewar conditions be restored, a demand
with which I am in complete sympathy. Nevertheless, while it
is open to much ecriticism, in my anxiety to meet that just de-
mand I would vote for the section if it could be detached from
portions of the resolution which I find myself unable to support.
Whether the resolution is enacted or not, and, though a motion to
recommit should be defeated, I suggest that the Judiciary Com-
mittee should be directed to analyze the existing statutes passed
since April 6, 1917, and the war laws outside of the scope of
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those statutes and repoért any bills which may be thought neces- |
aary for the purpose of bringing about a return to prewar con-
ditlous, [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Let me say a word or two about other sections of the resolu-
tion. It has been assumed that the intention of the first section
ig to establish, by the declaration which it contains, complete
peace in every sense, substantially and technieally. I agree
with those who have argued against that being within the power
of Congress. Their argument has sufficiently developed the
reasons supporting that view. They have been pointed out, or at
least could have been pointed out, that if Congress can do what
it is assumed the first section proposes, it can take such action at
any stage of any war as well before as after an armistice is
slgned, and it-can take sueh action at any moment after hostili-
ties have ceased, even though at that very moment a treaty of
peace is on the point of being ratified. I do not eare to refer
to any of the authorities that have been cited or to any additional
extracts except Senator Lopee's essay on the treaty-making
powers of the Senate, published in 1902, in which, discussing
the treaty-making clause, he commends as the best description
of the manner in which it-was modified, after being reported by
the committee on detail, the statement of George Ticknor Curtis.
Senalor Lobge gquotes a part of Mr. Curtis’s statement, and the
part quoted contains the following:

The power to declare war having been vested in the whole legislature,
it was necessary to provide the mode in which a war was to termi-
nated. As the President was to be the organ of communication with
other governments, and as he would be the chief guardian of the national
interests, the negotiation of a treaty of peace and of all other treaties
wias necessarily confided to him. But as treaties would not only involve
the general interests of the Nation and might touch the particular inter-
ests of individual States, and whatever their effect, were to be a part
of the supreme law of the land, it was necessary to give to the Senators,
as the direct representatives of States, a concurrent authority with the
President over the relations to be affected by them,

And then follows a statement of the considerations that led
to the requirement that in the Senate the representatives of more
than a bare majority of the States should concur.

But I shall not take the line that has been pursued. I shall
not assume that the intention of the first section is fo do more
than declare that the war is at an end in the sense that actual
hostilities have ceased and are not likely to be resumed, and in
no other sense. I feel confident that should the resolution be-
come a law, and two parties to a very important contract, fixing
duties and rights contingent upon the termination of the war,
submit to a court a controversy as to the construction of the
first section, the court would have no diffienlty in deciding that
to be its meaning. Not only does the resolution in other sections
refer to an armistice, that is to say, a truce being still in effect
the terms of which are not to be waived, and also refer to the
war as a “present war,” but the preamble of the resolution,
which is to be regarded in a way as its basis, cites a statement by
the President that the war is ended, which statement Congress
itself and the Supreme Court, in deciding the prohibition cases,
have viewed as nothing more than an assertion that hostilities
are at an end. I have no doubt whatever that the court in such
a case as I have supposed, construing the contract, would hold
that section 1 was not intended to terminate and can not operate
to terminate the war in a strict technical sense. That being the
situation, section 1 may perhaps be laid aside as relatively unim-
portant.

Section 3 is the objectional provision. It is nothing more or
less than, in substance, an attempt to agree and adopt a treaty
of peace with Germany, which is to be the very treaty hereto-
fore negotiated, in so far as it concerns the obligations which
that treaty imposes on Germany. Incidentally, it may be noted,
though it is not very important to note, that any obligations
which that treaty may impose on the United States are not to be
regarded or preserved. If Congress can, under a statute or
resolution, adjust the relations between the United States and
an enemy nation in this instance, it can, of course, do so in any
instance and exercise the treaty-making authority, although the
President and Senate would certainly be entitled to funetion in-
dependently along parallel lines.  In other words, under a resolu-
tion passed by a majority vote of the two Houses of Congress,
and not disapproved by the President, a treaty might be secured
through the agency of anyone named in the resolution, and at
the same moment the President might negotiate another and
different treaty, which is, to my mind, inconceivable. Should it
be replied that section 3 does not ignore the President as the
treaty-making agent of the Government, but expressly recog-
nizes him as such by placing on him the duty of ascertaining
what, if any, agreement—and an agreement is a treaty—Ger-
many is willing to make, the same to be accepted if within the
tering of section 3, a singular situation is presented, namely,

that while the Constitution leaves the matter of negotiating and
LIX—341

agreeing on a treaty to the President, Congress intervenes to in-
struct the President how the negotiation shall be carried on and
what the thing resulting from it shall be. This is also, to my
mind, inconceivable, and therefore I must oppose the resolution.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. FERRIS, Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the Congress,
House joint resolution 327, now under consideration, proposes to
make a separate peace with Germany. Such a proposal is with-
out constitutional warrant and without precedent. In the opin- -
ion of the Chief Executive, concurred in by the State Depart-
ment, who are in possession of all the authorities, all the prece-
dents, all the Jaws and expert information on the subject, nd
who are actually charged with the duty of promulgating treaties;
are of the opinion that it is a nullity, without effect ; that it will
not close the war; that it will but confuse, retard, and hinder
and delay the bringing about of peace, which the Nation yearns
for and desires,

I shall not reiterate the many able legal arguments that have
been made, every one of them confirmatory and conclusive of
the fact that peace can not be made by the passage of such a
resolution. I shall not recite the terms of the Constitution which
specifically empower the President to make peace treaties, by
and with the advice and consent of two-thirds of the Senate. I
shall not reiterate the fact that the fathers in the Constitutional
Convention by unanimous vote refused to give the Congress the
powers that they this day for the first time seek to employ. To
do this would be repeating in poor fashion what has already been
presented in good fashion. :

I shall content myself with the thought that even if the Con-
gress had the power to do the thing this resolution purports to
do—to make a separate peace with Germany—it would be as
unwise as it is dangervous. It would be making a separate, hag-
gling peace with not only our own enemy but the enemy of
civilization ; it would be allying ourselves with our enemy at
the expense and sacrifice of every one of the 45 nations who have

| just signed the peace treaty and with whom our friendship has

been entwined and interlinked. If the passage of such a reso-
lution meant any achievement toward a lasting peace we would
embrace it together, but to make peace with Germany and leave
2 long shadow and trail of animosity behind to the 45 nations
of the earth that have already signed the treaty would be playing
fast and loose with America's honor—would to me be a course
of disaster and a pitiable surrender of the best ideals of our-
Nation,

What answer shall we make for such a course to the fathers
and mothers of the 50,000 American boys who were killed on the
battle fields of France? What answer shall we make to those
who fought and fell that free government might live, that
Prussianism might be crushed, and the nations of the earth
might dwell in peace together? What answer shall history
make for us who this day attempt such a course? To me the
passage of such a reselution is saying to Germany, “Although
you sought to crush civilization and caused the nations of the
earth to lose 7,500,000 lives and expend $187,000,000,000 "—by a
simple wave of the hand we answer, * We have done; we have
concluded ; you may go.”

What answer shall we make to the taxpayers of the Republic
who spent $30,000,000,000 in war activities and loans that free
government might live? Is the passage of a simple resolution
like this one, which merely declares the war as ended, without
retribution, without settlement, without achievement? Will
that suffice ; is that all a grateful Republic may expect? Is that
all we as their agents will exact of Germany for the ferrible
toll exacted of usg, of the sacrifices made?

What answer shall we make to the Nation, who now holds
$500,000,000 worth of alien enemy property, seized under the
authority of this Congress from the German Government and
her nationals to be used in partially indemnifying Americans
for their loss of property and the havoe that has been wrought?
Shall all this go for naught, be sacrificed, given back, ended by
the passage of such a resolution?

What answer shall we make to American claimants who hold
claims aggregating a billion dollars against Germany for the
sinking of ships, murdering of free-born Americans, loss of
cargo, until the very bottom of the sea is strewn with sunken
ships, with wasted cargo, with America’s dead?

Will the passage of this simple resolution reciting “ the war
is ended "—will that answer, will that satisfy, is that all we
have to offer?

Will the five years of Prussian outlawry and outrages against
not only our own eivilization but the civilization of the world be
thus condoned, thus forgiven, thus forgotten?

Shall we as a Nation surrender our standing, our prestige,
our leadership, and turn traitor to those with whom we have
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just fought simply to make an abortive effort to make a sepa-
rate peace with Germany, when Germany is entitled to no
separate negotiations or special favors from us?

Can a thoughtful constituency, who believe in free govern-
ment and who despise autocratic government, counsel such a
course, point such a way, approve of such a plan?

No. To me our duty as a House of Representatives seems
clear—that we should attend to our own business; revise the
tax laws, that are burdensome and heavy to bear; pass sol-
dier legislation, that is needed, clamored for, promised, and de-
served ; reduce the high cost of living; encourage agriculture;
repeal the burdensome war laws, that are irksome and hard to
endure; get back to normal conditions; stand on our own bot-
tom ; observe our own Constitution ; perform our duties that are
within our jurisdiction and not inject ourselves into a contro-
versy between the Executive and the Senate, whose duties are
prescribed by the Constitution and whose delinguencies will be
dealt with by the American people. [Applause.]

To me the duty of this House seems clear—that the passage
of such a resolution as the one proposed would not bring peace;
it would not end the war; it would not settle anything. If is
but a makeshift, It is but a pretense. It is a thing unreal; a
thing without warrant of law, Constitution, good morals, or
good sense.

To me it seems perfectly clear that peace must be made by
the parties who were engaged in the war. One party to the
contract can not make the peace. The terms must be agreed
upon. The common-sense thing to do is to stand with our
associates and make the peace they make. If we refuse to
make the peace they make, instead of having the bulk of the
world with us we have the bulk of the world against us. The
passage of such a resolution will not beget the friendship of
Germany but it will beget the enmity of the 45 nations who have
signed the treaty and who will a1l be against us. To abandon
the peace treaty and the covenant mow would be disastrous,
for our Monroe doctrine will be shattered and gone, because
the South and Central American nations have signed the treaty
and are all going into the league.

To me it seems perfectly clear that to thus abandon the
nations with whom we have just fought is to make our folly
of the moment the folly of the age.

To me it is perfectly clear that the time will soon come and at
no distant date when the President of the United States and
the Senate will each do its part in getting together on a treaty
and with such interpretations as do not mutilate and destroy
but that do make it perfectly clear that we do not sacrifice an
American right, and that we will still do our part as a Nation,
and that we will stand with our associates; that we will end the
war; and that we will stand for, first, arbitration ; second, re-
duction of armament; third, the abolition of secret treaties—all
vouchsafed to us in the peace treaty and in the covenant. To
such a course all Americans may well subscribe. A course of
surrender in the making of a separate and haggling peace with
our enemy is a course that Americans may well avoid, and we
as their representatives may well avoid for them.

Let me pause to remind them that the defeat o
treaty defeats arbitration, and arbitration has been
civilization for 2,000 years.

Let me pause to remind that the defeat of the peace treaty by
the 96 Senators of tlie United States is the defeat of the provision
for the reduction of armament, which has been the hope of the
Republic from its inception to this good day.

Let me pause to remind that the defeat and the abandonment
of the peace treaty and the covenant is the abandonment of
hope for the abolition of secret treaties, which have been the
breeder of all wars from the dawn of civilization until now.

Let those who delight at the defeat of the peace treaty be
reminded that we are just concluding a war where 7,500,000 lives
were lost on the field of battle—more lives lost than in all the
wars of history.

Let me remind them that we are just concluding a war that
cost the 26 nations engaged in it $187,000,000,000, which is more
than one-third of the wealth of the nations engaged in it. Let me
remind them of the $30,000,000,000 gleaned from the taxpayers
of our own land to conduct this wwar. Let me remind them of the
230,000 wounded soldiers who must of necessity hobble through
life, a more or less miserable existence. Let me remind them of
the mothers of the land who, throughout the long, tedious war,
knit sweaters and socks, to aid as best they could to win the
battle for free government and for civilization. Let me remind
them of the 20,000 American girls who enlisted for war service
to bind up the Nation's wounds. Let me remind them to visit the
national cemeteries, both in France and America, where Amer-
jea’s dead lie in abundance ; let me remind them to visit Arling-
ton, Let them witness the wounded and maimed—let them wit-

the peace
e hope of

ness the limbless trunks, sightless eyes, with health gone. Pon-

der well these unsightly scenes, these costly sacrifices, before

g:lu Iéasake separate peace with Germany at the expense of our
ends.

To follow such a course I can not subseribe. To such a course
no thoughtful constituency will insist.

To pursue such a course would be to abandon the Constitution
of the fathers, which, through long years of trial in the fiery
furnace of politics and faney, has stood every test. It has been
the giant oak that has protected us in every storm both in peace
and in war. It has saved and soothed the weak from the revenge
of the mighty. It has blazed the way of righteousness and jus-
tice and bound together with bands of steel the rich, the poor—
the high, the low—the savage and the civilized. I can not think
the exigencies are so great, I can not think the hour of peril so
near, as to abandon it now and trample under foot our bulwark
of hope, faith, and charity, for within its costly folds it holds
them all safe and secare.

No; to me such a course is unthinkable—to such a course I can
not subscribe. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Oklahoma
has expired.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield seven minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. HoucHTON].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York is recognized
for seven minutes.

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr, Speaker, the resolution obviously pre-
sents two questions to the House; first, is the action con-
templated by the resolution constitutional and within the power
of the Congress? And second, if constitutional, is it expedient?
I had not, I confess, thought a discussion necessary from this
latter viewpoint. It seemed to me evident that the people of
the United States wanted peace, and that a deadlock between
President and Senate prevented the realization of that fervent
wish, and that if a constitutional way could be found to ter-
minate the purely technical state of war in which they are in<
volved and to free them from its restrictions it would be wel~
comed by all of us alike. Apparently, such is not the fact.
Apparently also, if one may judge by yesterday's debate, even
to discuss the possibility is a sort of l2se-majesté. If so, the
risk must obviously be run. A discussion from this angle evi-
dently ought to be made,

For five years past the people of the United States have been
living in a sort of economie nightmare. They have had unpre-
cedented material prosperity, and it has satisfied nobody. They
have been taxed under a system which enabled them to pay
dividends on their taxes. Their dollars have multiplied mar-
velously, and yet somehow in the process they became 50-cent
pieces. Is it any wonder that some of us, under the influence of
such bewildering phenomena, began to fear that human society,
had entered upon a new phase, wherein wages and prices might
be increased at will until in the end everything would be so
high that none of us could buy anything, and the race would
perish in the midst of plenty? Fortunately we did not reach
that point. But it has been an extraordinary period and the
fundamental explanation is simple. The war had been under
way only a few months when it became apparent that, with the
rest of the world at loggerheads, the need of our foodstuffs and
raw material and manufactured goods was practically un-
limited. Unlimited demand, however, means the end of com-
petition. And from that time until the end of 1919, with com-
petition practically suspended, we“have seen prices soaring, in-
dustry expanding by leaps and bounds, wages doubling and even
tripling, exaggerated profits, speculation running wild, and
everywhere industrial and social unrest. :

When the time came for America to participate in the war
we withdrew from this already strained situation some 4,000,000
men who, previously engaged in production, now became, eco-,
nomically speaking, mere consumers. That left a shortage of
labor so acute that the Government was forced to take in hand
the job of making over the whole machinery of production, and
this it did by taking men from nonessential industries and put-
ting them in industries that were essential to supply the war
demands. Even when hostilities ceased that desperate demand
continued and production rang along unslackened. But re-
cently a change has taken place. It has only begun, but its
meaning is unmistakable. If, for instance, we compare the
country’s total production for 1919 with that of 1918 we find &
decrease. Such comparisons are difficult to make with any ae«'
curaecy. PBut the decrease may safely be estimated as approach-
ing 20 per cent. That trend is maintaining its downward course
in the present year. Other items, of course, tend to accentuate
the movement. The Government is making no more loans to

foreign Governments to be used in buying our products. The

fact that substantially no new freight cars have been built in
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the past couple of years is making itself felt. Wherever you
turn you find labor slightly more plentiful—you find reserve or-
ders for materials somewhat lessened. Economic laws are be-
ginning to assert themselves, Competition iz no longer wholly
negligible, A widespread feeling of caution is manifesting itself
in all directions. It begins, indeed, in all truth, to look as if
the time was at hand when the eggs must be unserambled. The
process bids fair to be a long and somewhat painful one.

Now, one man’s guess is as good as another's as to the dura-
tion and the severity of the unscrambling process through which
the country inevitably must pass. We would probably all agree
that it will be serious enough. There is no apparent reason why
we should seek to intensify it. And yet, as I see it, we are
making a situation distinetly worse by permitting a technical
state of war to continue. We need the greatest freedom of ac-
tion. The Government can not help. We must do the job our-
selves, All the readjustments of industry, all the infinitely
complex mass of relations of supply and demand, which boards
and commissions and inspectors, and God knows what else, have
been regulating and controlling and directing, must be left to
the American people—to them, as Individuals—if this Nation
is again to enter into safe and stable economic conditions. [Ap-
plause.]

We are talking here as if this freedom of relief from war
conditions was a purely academic thing, as a more or less
interesting point of constitutional law. It is vastly more, for
it involves intimately the well-being of more than a hundred
million Americans. Other factors, of course, enter in. The sit-
unation is a complex one at best. But there are two outstanding
facts, both springing from the war situation, which are working
directly to our detriment. If possible, both, it seems to me,
should be eliminated.

I'irst, the President still pussesses the extraordinary powers
of regulation and control of industry which Congress gave him
three years ago to further the prosecution of the war. It is
unnecessary to discuss this in detail. The emergency for which
those powers were given has clearly passed. Such powers, in-
vading as they do the private rights and freedom of every citi-
zen, should never be intrusted to any man one moment after
the absolute need for them has ceased. They weaken our
morale., They tend to break down our reliance upon the ordi-
nary processes of law. They can be used plausibly in some
minor emergency on behalf of some of us and against the rest
of us. What I want to emphasize here, however, is their de-
structive effect upon indwstry. They check and hamper enter-
prise by making men overcautious. They paralyze initiative.
They menace the future. They make our difficult task more
difficult. That these powers are not actually employed at any
one time is immaterial. They exist, nevertheless. And if we
are prudent men, these powers should be repealed.

Second, we are geared up as a Nation, as you know, to pro-
duce a good bit more than we can consume. And upon our abil-
ity to export part or all of this surplus product our immediate
future depends. Otherwise overproduction begins. Here again
figures are hard to obtain. But it is probably safe to assume
that we have been exporting recently about 10 per cent of our
total production. It is safe to assume also that unless we take
steps to safeguard the future, those exports will be sharply cur-
tailed. As matters stand, merely because technically we are
still at war, we are substantially barred out of one, at least, of
the great potential markets of the world. Our people can not
trade with the peoples of eentral Europe except by license, ex-
cept as they work under the restriction and difficulties of the
trading-with-the-enemy act. England can. France can. Ttaly
and Japan can, And they do. They are very properly taking
advantage of every opening fo build up and extend their com-
merce in those countries. We ecan not. This great potential
market is shut fo us, A great industrial opportunity is being
sacrificed.

Jut that is not all. We hear every now and then about
“yoices in the air,” and about our obligations to other nations.
It is, of course, the simple and obvious and unexaggerated«truth
that civilization depends upon the restoration throughout the
worlil of normal conditions of production and trade. Why, then,
make the task more difficult? The one prime requisite is to get
men to work—to get materials to them, where necessary, to en-
able them to work. This assistance the Government can not
wisely and effectively render. To be effective, it must be given
by individual to individual, not as a charity but as a loan, in
the common everyday routine of commercial intercourse. In no
other way can individual initiative and responsibility and effort
be assured—nor can this help be placed in the hands of those
who are most capable of using it. Congress has recognized this
fact by passing the Edge bill, which enables our banks to engage
in this work. A start has been made, It is but slight, But the

work could go forward much more rapidly if permitted to expand
freely. Obviously if we permif technical obstacles to block the
way, we simply delay to that extent this free interplay of
economic forces upon whose action the fate of this war-ravaged
world to-day undoubtedly depends.
Everybody knows how vital it is that the upbuilding process
should begin, And yet the entire emphasis of the discussion by
our friends aecross the aisle is not how to further the process
but why we must block it. Men are dying and women and little
children are starving becavse the assistance America can and
would give is barred. It makes me wonder if there is not a place
somewhere in this discussion for a little business sense?

Two gquestions, as I said, are presented by the resolution—is
the action contemplated by it constitutional, and if constitu-
tional should the resolution be adopted? I do not pretend to
discuss the constitutional guestion, although I am free to say I
see no way in which the action contemplated by the resolution
conflicts with the treaty-making rights and powers of the Presi-
dent. But there is no doubt in my mind that the plain people of
the United States want the resclution passed. They want peace,
They want the right to work out their economic salvation in
their own way and without hindrance or interference by the
Government. And they know why. Both have been denied them.
A constitutional deadlock exists. Naturally and as is their right
they turn to the Congress for relief. The resolution before you
represents an honest effort, constitutionally, to meet their clearly
expressed demand. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New York
has expired.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 20 minutes to the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. Crark]. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri is recognized
for 20 minutes.

Mr., CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, I am
not vain enough to believe that anything that I could say or
that anybody else could say will defeat this resolution. If
Alexander Hamilton and John Jay and James Madison and all
the great men that participated In making the Constitution of
the United States were to walk in here, headed by the majestic
shade of Washington and flanked by John Marshall, the greatest
jurist that ever construed it, and explain that you are acting
absurdly, it would not make a dent upon the Republican ma-
jority in this House. [Laughter and applause.] The ukase
of that remarkable aggregation of talents known as the steering
committee has issued its mandate to pass this resolution through
this House,

I am not going to waste any time in this speech about the
League of Nations or the quarrel in the Senate, or any of that
kind of stuff. I am going to express my own opinion very
brieflv. If I had acted according to my own feeling I would
simply have taken it out in voting, because I know the futility
of speechmaking. Since God issued his fiat, *“ Let there be
light,” the wisest set of men who ever sat under one roof in this
world were the men who made the Constitution of the United
States. [Applause.] They wrote a document that is the only,
paper Constitution that has ever passed the century mark in its
life, o document that has received the unstinted admiration and
the frequently declared concurrence of the entire civilized world.
Wherever men have been struggling for free government or
liberty the Constitution of the United States has been taken as
the model.

The wisest thing the fathers did was to divide the powers of
government and distribute them among three separate and dis-
tinct departments, the legislative, the judicial, and the execu-
tive. It is this nice balance of powers among these three de-
partments that has kept this Republiec alive and has made this
Government a great and profound success. [Applause.] In
the distribution of the powers of government, the Constitution
makers devolved upon the executive department the conduct of
our foreign affairs, all of them.

There was a long dispute about who had the right to recognize
foreign Governments., It was joggled about, first and last, and
finally President Cleveland put an absolute end to it by writing
a document stating that the Constitution gave foreign affairs
into the hands of the President, and Congress had no business
fooling with it; and from that day to this-that has been accepted
as final on that proposition. My own opinion is—and it is a
seftled conviction after a great deal of study—that each one of
these three departments should attend strietly and exclusively,
to its own business [applause] and not undertake to encroach
upon the powers of the others. [Applause on the IRepublican
side.]

In applauding that statement you Republicans acted with
more sense than usual. [Laughter and applause,] Of course,

people that know the history of this country know that some-

Everybody knows that. -

)
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times the Executive absorbs more power than he is entitled to.
[Applause on the Republican side.] It began with Gen. Grant
[laughter on the Democratic side] on account of his vast per-
sonal popularity. Some others have practiced it. [Laughter.]
Sometimes Congress has encroached upon the powers of the
Executive. For instance, in the days of Andrew Johnson they
reduced the Presidency almost to a nullity.

I have been consistent about this theory. I would resent, aml
I do resent, the judiciary legislating from the bench, and so
do you men. I would resent the encroachments of the Execu-
tive upon the other branches, and I will resent the encroach-
ment of Congress npon the undoubted prerogatives of the Execu-
tive. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

There might have been some doubt about this thing—that is,
about the constitutional intention—if it never had been men-
tioned in the constitutional convention. DBut it was mentioned.
It was proposed to give Congress the power to make peace, and
it was voted down unanimously. So believing, I will vote
against this resolution, though I am as much in favor of peace

s any man on earth, but this resolution will not bring peace.
%n the contrary, it will bring * confusion worse confounded *
and involve us in all sorts of uncertainty and difficulties.

Now, some of you gentlemen over on that side may think that
you have got more brains than the men who made the Consti-
tution. I do not believe it. [Laughter and applause on the
Democratic side.]

Here is the peculiar feature about this thing: This Porter
resolution is not really a House resolution at all. It is a Sen-
ate resolution, introduced by Senator Knxox, of Pennsylvania,
several months ago, revamped, and they have been afraid to
bring it up there, and this performance here to-day is purely a
political performance. [Applause on the Democratic side.]
The Constitution of the United States distinctly gives to the
executive department confrol over our foreign affairs in making
treaties, and this resolution, if it means anything, is essentially
a treaty with Germany, a thing that we are prohibited from
doing. Of course, you can go through the motions and you can
pass it, and after you have passed it it is what the old Latins
would have called a frutuin fulmen, a futile thing, a useless thing,
a thing that has no force or effect in the world.

Suppose it were left to you gentlemen over there to get up a
treaty with Germany. Do you believe you could do it? It seems
to me that so many cooks would spoil the broth. [Laughter on
the Democratic side.]

I want to read an extract from a Republican newspaper, the
biggest Republican newspaper west of the Mississippi River, and I
especially commend it to my serious friend from Kansas [Mr.
Cavpeern] and to my flamboyant friend from Kansas [Mr,
TixcuER], because the Republicans of Kansas swear by the
Globe-Democrat. I do not. [Laughter.] But it is the biggest
Republican paper west of the Mississippi. Here I8 an editorial
extract:

Whatever we may say, the state of war with Germany can not be
actually terminat without the acqulescence of Germany, and that
aequiescence can be obtained by no one but the President,

That is Republican authority, and it is high Republican
authority—

There can beé no question ahout the supreme authority of the I'resl-
dent in the conduct of roreifn affalrs, nor of his exclusive authority
to make treaties, subject only to the approval of the Senate before
they can be ratified.

This certainly was not written for buncombe—

The proposed resolutlon ecalls for an agreement with Germany and
is, in effect, a treaty of peace. We do not belleve that Congress has
any such right, nor that its action, if it adopted the resolutlon,
would be supported by the SuPre'me Court. That court has repeatedly
declared that * the negotiation and modification of treaties is a
prerogative of the Executive with which the eourts can not interfere,”
and Mr. Taft, in an opinion which we quoted the other day, says that
“ the President is the only organ of government through which our
relations with foreign Governments ¢an be Initiated or changed in the
first Instance.

“No one can constitutionally communicate for the TUnited States
with another country except through the President. Only he can
make an armistice, only he can sigm a protocol of peace, only he can
initiate a treaty, and only he can communicate its conflrmation by
the Senate to the nations with whom it is made. Until he does pro-
claim it it is not a treaty of the United States.”

How, then, can the conditions of this resolution be communicated
to Germany and its acceptance obtalned save through the President?
Congress is constitutionally voiceless beyond our domains. If the
President refuses to approve this resolution, as he certainly will, un-
less he chooses to surrender his constitutional authority, there is no
legal way by which it may be presented to the German Government,
and if not so presented it can have no force. There Is much justifi-
cation for the impatience of Congress, but we are confident that such
a resolution as this would have mo meani withont the support of
the President, and would serve only to complicate further a sitnation
that is alveady Intolerable. All the things it seeks to accomplish are
eminently desirable, but this is not the way to accomplish them.

Now, as some esthetic eastern gentleman who labors under
the delusion that St. Louis is still merely an Indian trading post

may not believe that the Globe-Democrat is of any avail, if such
antediluvian there be, I am glad to enlarge his intellizence by
a few pertinent sentences from an editorial from the Spring-
field (Mass.) Republican. For fear that some wild and woolly
westerner may not have heard of Springfield, Mass., as the New
England Brahmins would phrase it, I am delighted to inform
him that it is distinguished by being the home of our honored
Speaker, Hon. FrEpERICK HUNTINGTON GILLETT, and incidentally
the home of the Soul.

The Springfield Republican, founded by Samuel Bowles, is a
very influential Republican journal of light and leading. Not
long since the Republican said, editorially :

It needs at lea t
but suppose nfter“ofl: nalf:“l)a g:?d%ila::ed m]ﬁi ?t%egwﬂlﬁ? S:S:i
keep on fighting. According to this novel and quaint theory of de-
claring peace by congressional resolution, a country getting ‘whip

or tired of war might solemnly resolve that the war was over, but
would such a resolution stop the enemy’s armies in their march of
invasion? Would it save your country's capital from capture? The
theory of declaring peace o mueh discussed in Washington would neces-
sarily proceed on that absurd assumption. The principle appealed to
by the peace declarers must be aquamf with all possiblé situat under
which peace has to be made, and when put to this test it immediately
breaks down, :

When transcendentalism was in flower in New England, a man
crossing Boston Common ran across a small boy digging in the
ground. The man said: “ Sonny, why diggest thou?” The
urchin solemnly replied: “ I am seeking the unattainable.” You
gentlemen in trying to confer on Congress powers which the
Constitution denied to it are also seeking the unattainable. The
Constitution is against you, the opinions of the men who made
it, se far as they ever expressed an opinion, are against yomu,
the commentators are against you, and the precedents of
132 years are against you. You say the President with the
veto power is against you. With all these forces against
Yyou, it requires courage in you to essay the impossible. I ad-
mire courage, but courage tempered with discretion. The bull
that essayed the stunt of butting the railroad train off the track
was long on courage but woefully short on diseretion. You
gentlemen know what happened to him. You are his mental
brothers. His fate should warn you of what is in store for you.
Verily, verily, you are “ seeking the unattainable.” [Applause.]

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 minutes to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Texpre].

Mr. TEMPLE, Mr. Speaker, if this were & contest of per-
sonal foree and influence, any Member of the House might well
hesitate to take the floor immediately after the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. Crark], the former Sp#aker of this House, with
an argmmnent opposing a position he had taken. But since it is
a contest of facts and of principles, there need be no hesitation
on the part of any man who takes the facts into consideration, -
though he take the opposite side from that advocated by the
eloquent and able former Speaker. [Applaunse.] The gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. Crarx] is always interesting and always
effective, but he is not always right. [Applause.]

This resolution is not in any sense based on the theory that
the House, or both Houses of Congress, have any right what-
ever to make a treaty with a foreign power. [Applause.] On
the contrary, the declaration in paragraph 1 that the war is at an
end is based on the doctrine that war may be terminated with-
out a treaty, and that the collateral facts and circumstances in
this case justify the declaration that the war between the
United States and Germany has so ended.

On that point T might quote many authorities. I refer to
Oppenheim, volume 2, page 322, of his great work on interna-
tional law, in which he says—

War may be terminated in three different ways: Belligerents may

%thagtaln from I‘url:}xer acts otrh war lgm:i gudeli?rto tpeacei‘u%)rggltilons
ont expressly making peace through a speclal treaty, or ger-
ents ma l-i‘)m'm ¥ estab]gi the condition of ce t{:’roilggl a special

treaty of peace, or (3) a belligerent may end the war through su gug&
tion of his adversary. (Oppenheim, International Law, vol. 2, p. 322.)

I might cite many other authorities. I will quote from one
more, from Mr. Seward, the great Secretary of State in the
Cabinet of Abraham Lincoln. He wrote on July 22, 1868:

It is certain that a condition of war can be raised without an
authoritative declaration of war, and, on the other hand, the situation
of peace may be restored by the long suspension of hostilities without
a treaty of peace being made. History is full of such ocenrrences.
What period of suspension of war is necessary to Justify the presump-
tlon of the restoration of peace has never yet been settled, and must
in every case be determined with reference to collateral facts and
circumstances. (Mr. Seward, Becretary of State, July 22, 1868, Dip.
Cor., 1868, vol. 2, pp. 32 to 34, cited Moore's International Law, vol.
7, p. 336.)

What are the collateral facts and circumstances in this case?
Hostilities have ceased. There has been no fighting since the
11th of November, 1918, nearly a year and a half ago. Our
Army has been brought home from France. Do we intend that
it shall fight longer? It has been demobilized. The soldiers
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have returned to the pursuits of peace. Is there any intention
on our part of continuing the war? The war forces of our
enemy have been demobilized, and the enemy has ratified a
treaty of peace with all the powers that were willing to ratify
it. Germany has no intention of carrying on that war. The
collateral facts and circumstances, it seems to me, are plain,
and do establish the fact that the war is over. How many
million men, women, and children in the United States have
thanked God that the war is over? [Applause.] We know it.
The gentleman from Missouri knows it. The war is over in
every sense but that which is purely legal and technical.

The war began before we declared it. In our declaration we
said that by repeated acts of hostility on the part of Germany
against the United States, war already existed. Affer we knew
it existed we declared it, as we had the right to. Now, after
we know that peace exists, we have the right to say so. Sec-
tion 1 is, therefore, an alternative of a treaty, and is not in
any degree a usurpation of the treaty-making power. [Ap-
planse.]

The question may still be raised whether section 3 is an in-
fringement of the treaty-making powers of the President and
the Senate. It does make that provision which prohibits com-
mercial intercourse with Germany depend on certain action of
the German Government. So did the nonintercourse act of
March 1, 1809, and the act of May 1, 1810, make our embargo
at that time upon commercial intercourse between the United
States and England, or between the United States and France,
depend on the modifiecation by England of her orders in council
and on the modification by the Emperor Napoleon of his decrees
of Berlin and of Milan. .

The act of March 1, 1809, forbade commerce with England
or France, because these two nations, which were at war with
one another, had both interfered with the commerce of the
United States. This act expired May 1, 1810, but on that date
Congress passed an act which provided that if either England
or France prior to a day named in the act should so revoke or
modify her decrees as that they shomld cease to violate the
neutral commerce of the United States, the President should de-
clare that fact by proclamation, whereupon commerce with the
nation so modifying its ediet should be resumed. If the other
nation should not within a given time modify its decrees in like
manner, then certain severe provisions of the act of March 1,
1809, should be revived and have full force and effect.

The embargo was to go into effect upon the mere proclamation
by the President of the United States of the fact that either of
these countries had falled fo give us the suggested guaranty.
That is exactly the provision in section 3 of the resolution now
pending. It follows the course set by the act of Congress of
May 1, 1810. This act was tested and sustained in the Supreme
Court of the United States in the case of the brig Awrora, which
sailed from Liverpool, England, and was seized and condemned
under the provisions of the nonintercourse act.

The vessel had sailed under a misapprehension. Announce-
ment had been made by Mr. Erskine, the British minister at
Washington, that Great Britain had modified her orders in
council; wherenpon President Madison, as®=authorized by the
act, issued a proclamation reestablishing trade between Eng-
land and the United States. The British Government, however,
repudiated its minister’s declaration that the orders in council
had been modified, and President Madison thereupon issued a
new proclamation reviving as against Great Britain the provi-
sions of the act of 1809.

The brig Aurora was seized for engaging in the trade for-
bidden by the law thus revived. Upon condemnation by the
lower court the case was taken by appeal to the Supreme Court
of the United States. Mr. Justice Johnson, speaking for the
whole court (7 Cr., 382), said:

We ean see no sufficlent reason why the legislature shounld not exer-
cise its discretion in ﬂvlving the act of Mareh 1, 1809, either expressly
or conditionally, as thelr judgment should direct.

In the case of Field ». Clark (143 U, S,, 649, at 683) Mr. Jus-
tice Harlan, delivering the opinion of the court, cited the para-
graph just gquoted and said:

This certainly is a decislon that it was competent for Congress to
make the reviyal of an act depend upon the proclamation of the Presi-
dent, showing the ascertainment by him of the fact that the edicts of
a certain nation had been so revoked or modified that they did not
milais B achinl commn o e Dol e T,
gg]gcenvggutn abl:apgscertained by the President and made known by his
proclamation.

Not only does the court in the case of Field against Clark thus
interpret and confirm the principle that Congress has the right
to make the operation of its own laws contingent upon the action
of a foreign government, that action to be asecertained and an-
nounced by the President, but it makes that principle the basis
of its decision in the case then under consideration.

The case was this: Seetion 3 of the tariff act of October 1,
1890—the McKinley tariff—authorized and directed the Presi-
dent, whenever the Government of any country producing and
exporting certain enumerated articles imposed duties or other
exactions on the products of the United States which, in view
of the free introduction of the enumerated articles into the
United States, were, in his opinion, unreasonable or unequal,
to suspend as to that country the privilege of free importation
and subject the articles in question {o certain diseriminating
duties. After citing with approval the opinion in the case of the
brig Aurora and commenting on it as guoted above, the epinion
of the court eontinued :

To what extent do u?recedents in legislation sustain the validity of
the section under consideration, so far as it makes the suspension of
certain provisions and the going into operation of other provisions of
an act of Congress dogend upon the action of the President, based upon
the occurrence of subsequent events, or the ascertainment by him of
certain facts to be made known by his proclamation? If we find that
Congresg has frequently, from the organization of the Government to
the present time, conferred ugon the esident powers, with reference
to trade and commerce, like those conferred by the third section of the
act of October 1, 1890, that fact is entitled to great weight in determin-
ing the question before us.

The court then cited many acts of Congress, from the days
of Washington to those of President Arthur, which aunthorized
the President, upon ascertaining the action of foreign Govern-
ments, to continue or discontinue by proclamation the operation
of embargo or other retaliatory or reciprocal actg of Congress
affecting our commerce with such foreign nations. The opinion
of the court then continues:

It would scem to be unnecessary to make further reference to acts of
Congress to show that the authority conferred upon the President by
the third section of the act of October 1, 1890, is not an entirely new
feature in the legislation of Congress, but has the sanction of many
precedents in legislation, !

- L] - - - - -

If the decision in the case of the brig Awrore had never been ren-
dered, the practieal construction of the Constitution by so many acts of
Congress, and embracing almost the entire period of our national exist-
ence, should mnot be overruled unless upon a conviction that such legis-
lation was clearly incompatible with the supreme law of the land.

In conclusion the court said:

We perceive no errors in the judgments below and each is affirnred.

The provisions of section 3 of the pending resolution are
closely parallel to those of the acts of 1809 and 1810. It pro-
vides that commerce now prohibited between the United States
and Germany, except under license, shall be reestablished; but
further provides that such trade and commerce shall again be
prohibited, except under license, unless Germany within 45 days
take the action mentioned in the section. The acts of 1809 and
1810 likewise prohibited commerce between the United States
on the one hand and France and England on the other hand,
unless those nations took certain action mentioned in the acts
of Congress. Then as now the legislation provided that the
President should ascertain and proclaim the faets as to the
action taken or not taken by the foreign Government con-
cerned.

Such action by Congress was not in 1809 or 1810, and it is not

now, an attempt on the part of Congress to usurp the treaty-
making powers of the President and the Senate. Thomas Jef-
ferson was President in 1809; he did not think Congress was
usurping the treaty-making powers; he signed the act. Aladi-
son, sometimes called the father of the Constitution, was Presi-
dent in 1810. He did not raise the question of the constitution-
ality of the action of Congress or think it was an invasion of
the treaty-making powers. He signed the act; he issued the
necessary proclamations and enforced the prohibition of com-
merce between the United States and the offending nation.
* We are not making a treaty with Germany when we pass this
resolution. We are asking for no contract; we are imposing a
condition upon which we are willing to reestablish reciproeal
trade with Germany. If that condition is met, our commerce
will be established ; if it is not met, eommerce with Germany
will be prohibited except under license.

This resolution does not propose to make any agreement. with
Germany, nor to ask Germany to make any agreement with us.
The proclamation which the resolution authorizes the President
to issue is not to be a proclamation anneuneing any agreement _
with Germany or any promise on the part of Germany. The
proclamation is not to announce what Germany has promised
to do, but what Germany has done.

Mr. WELTY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TEMPLE. No; I have not sufficient time. Our course
will be guided by the facts and by no agreement whatever.

But if it were an agreement between the two powers we have
a precedent for such a situation also. I wish to eall attention
to the fact that there was once upon a time—and the gentlemen
from Texas are probably more familiar with the details of the
gtory than other Members of the House—there was a time when
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the State of Texas, as it now is, was an independent Republic.
France and England sent ministers to the eapital of the Republie
of Texas. The very interesting diplomatic correspondence be-
tween the Republic of Texas and other powers has been published
and is accessible to all who wish to read it. The United States
made more than one treaty with the independent nation of
Texas. The time came when Texas wished to be annexed to the
United States, and the people of the United States also wished
for that annexation. A treaty of annexation was prepared, was
sent to the Senate, and the Senate voted against its ratification.
What happened then? A joint resolution was passed through
both Houses providing for the annexation. [Applause on the
Itepublican side.]

I would like to read a part of that joint resolution. The
second section provided :

BEc, 2. And be it further resolved, That the foregoing comsent of
Congress—

That is, consent to the annexation of Texas—

is given upon the following conditions and with the following guaranty,
to wit: First, said State to be formed subject to the adjustment by
this Government of all questions of boundary that may arise with other
Governments ; and the constitution thereof, with the proper evidence of
its adoption by the people of said Repubiic of Texas, shall be trans-
mitted to the President of the United States to be laid before Congress
for its final action on or before the 1st day of January, 1840,

And so forth.

The treaty failed of ratification, whereupon the exact purpose
of the treaty was accomplished by joint resolution.

Section 3 provided :

And be further :

Resolved, That If the President of the United States shall, in his jodg-
ment and discretion, deem it most advisable, instead of proceeding to sug—
mit the foregoing resolution to the Re ublic of Texas as an overture on
the part of the United States for admission, to negotiate with that Re-
public: Then be it.

Resolred, That a State, to be formed out of the present Republic of
Texas, with suitable extent and boundaries and with two Representa-
tives in Congress, until the next apportionment of representation, shall
be admitted into the Union by virtue of this act on an equal footing
with the existing States as soon as the terms and conditions of such
admission * * * shall be agreed upon by the Governments of
Texas and the United States.

So when the treaty of annexation could not be ratified in the
Senate because a two-thirds vote could not be secured, a ma-
jority of the two Houses of Congress found a way to do what
the people wanted done. The treaty failed, but a joint resolu-
tion accomplished the purpcse of the treaty. Texas, an inde-
pendent power, took notice of the joint resolution, and without
waiting for a treaty became one of the States of the Union.
Will the Texas Members to-day say that the action which ad-
mitted their State was unconstitutional? [Applause on the
Republican side.]

Now, it seems to me that we have some precedents for this
kind of work, and in spite of the very effective, somewhat flip-
pant—if the gentleman will pardon me—but humorous and de-
lightful speech of the gentleman from Missouri, we may still
hold without fear and trembling that the thing that was done
by Congress and was accepted by President Madison, the father
of the Constitution, and has been sustained by decisions of the
Supreme Court, are things that this Congress still has the right
to do. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Moreover, this action by Congress will in no way interfere
with the ratification of the treaty that was recently sent back
to the President. I called attention yesterday to the treaty
signed in Paris March 20, 1883, for the protection of industrial
property. This treaty was sent to the Senate in 1883. It was
rejected by the unanimous vote of the Senate June 12, 1884,
President Arthur sent it back to the Senate in 1884, where, after
long delay, it was ratified March 2, 1887. It is now in effect.
The treaty was ratified four years after it had been signed, three
years after it had been rejected.

No one wants the peace treaty to have a like history of delay,
but long delays have already happened and ratification with
reservations acceptable to the people of the United States does
not seem likely in the near future. It will be ratified in some
~ form, some time, or another treaty with Germany will be rati-

fied instead of it, but in the meantime what is to be the status
of our country and our people? Are we to be at war or at
peace. Is business to be carried on under the hampering restric-
tions of war legislation? Are the extraordinary war powers of
the President to continue, or shall we put an end to them?
.Let us do to-day what we ought to do and all we can do to
restore normal conditions by reestablishing our laws and our
institutions on their constitutional foundation. [Applause on
the Republican side.]
' The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania has expired.
Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 20 minutes to the gentle-
man from Ilinoils [Mr. MasoxN].

~

Mr. MASON. Mr, Speaker, I was pleased with the statement
made by the distinguished ex-Speaker, Mr. Crark of Missouri,
who is a real Demoerat and my personal friend. He deseribed
George Washington coming into this body with all the framers of
the Constitution and said they would not make a dent on the
Republican side. That is true; they would not; they would
add to the majority. [Laughter and applause on the Rtepublican
side.] If George Washington came down the aisle to-day and
I should say to him, “ What did you mean when as president
of that Constitutional Convention and what did the convention
mean in the very first sentence, reading ‘Article I, section 1, all
legislative powers herein granted shall be vested in the Con-
gress’?”  And George would say, “ It means just what it says;
that the lawmaking power is in the Congress and not in the
President of the United States.” [Applause on the Republican
side.] Then I would say to him, “ What did you mean, sir,
when you said Congress shall have the power to regulate com-
merce with foreign nations?” He would say, “ It means just
what it says,” and he would also say, “I have read the Porter
resolution ; you have exercised your congressional power when
you have attempted in section 3 fo regulate commerce with the
country with which you are at war, and you are absolutely
right.” Then he would come over and sit down by the side of
STEVE PorTER and stay with us and vote with us. [Laughter
and applause.]

My good friend said that too many cooks spoil the broth. As
there were 80 cooks on the George Washington to feed the Presi-
dent I have no doubt that is what spoiled the broth at the peace
table. [Laughter on the Republican side.] They kept out of
that wonderful instrument every flavor of Americanism and
brought us instead of the dove of peace the British lion in a
c?;er]'ed basket. [Applause and laughter on the Republican
side.

Section 1, article 1, says that the lawmaking powers shall be
in the Congress of the United States. If the President disagrees
with the Congress we can overturn his will by a two-thirds vote,
and we have done it in this very Congress. The power is here.
If he refuses to obey the law, we can remove him. He can not
remove a janitor out of this House, but under the Constitution
that George Washington and his friends made the Congress can
move him out of the White House. [Applause and laughter on
the Republican side.] And they onght to have done it when he
sent our froops to Russia without a declaration of war by the
Congress of the United States, and they would have done it but
for his condition of health, body and mind.

Section 3 of the resolution under consideration simply pro-
vides for a reestablishment of trade relations with Germany.
It is not an attempt to make a treaty of peace. If it was I
would not vote for it. The peace-mraking power, the making
of a treaty, is not in the President of the United States alone.
It is in two-thirds of the Senate of the United States. He has
not the treaty-making power. He can negotinte a treaty by
and with the advice and consent of the Senate. He did negotiate
a treaty without the advice of the Senate, and he never took its
advice, and by his own action in controlling the minority of that
body he never gotsthe consent of that body to the ratification
of the treaty. [Applause on the Republican side.]

We may say the President is to blame; you may say the Sen-
ate is to blame. We need not quarrel about that. A freaty of
peace has not been made; the treaty of peace has not been com-
pleted. There are other ways to settle war. President or Sen-
ate—put the blame where you please, I shall show you before I
get through, and the people of this country know it, that the
fault is in the White House, because the President stood in a
stubborn place of saying, * You must have the treaty that I
make, of my dictation,” notwithstanding a large majority of his
constitutional advisers have recommended and passed amend-
ments to his treaty. He has left us in a condition of stagnation.
Our manufactures are decreasing, and have in the last 90 days
by 50 per cent. Our imports are increasing and our exports are
decreitsing, There is no phase of American life that is not held
in abeyance, waiting and disturbed by the present situation.
The Constitution makers said there might come a time when
the Congress of the United States might find new occasions, and
new occasions make new duties; and they provided in this see-
tion that we could take care of and should take care of the
“ general welfare ” of your countiry and of mine. Is the general
welfare at stake? Is there any danger with all these war meas-
ures lying in the hands of the Executive at the present time?
We are at peace when he wants us at peace, and we are at war
when he says we are at war. One statute we passed may be
enforced to-day as a war measure, and if it should so please the
administration, they can refuse to enforce it as a peace measure.
At the White House they have the power of making laws. It is
the first time in the history of this country where the President
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has had such great power. He has peace on Mondays, Wednes-
‘days, and Fridays, and war on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Satur-
‘days—whenever it pleases him. [Laughter en the Republican
side.]

When John Barleycorn knocked at the door he said, “You
get out, we are at war”; and when these men whe are threat-
‘ened with prison, who laber and whoe are in labor unions, said,
# Give us the right to make negotiations collectively,” he said,
#We are at war, and you will not do anything of the kind,
;and if you go on and strike you go to jail, because we are at
war.” But the next moment, when 100,000,000 people knock at
rhis door and say, “ Fer God's sake proteet us under the war
‘measure from these people who are rebbing us on sugar, these
profiteers,” he whispers to an'attendant and says: * Palmer is
‘2 eandidate for President ; Palmer is for the League of Nations;
jtell them when they want to regulate sugar that we are at
ipeace.”” [Applause and laughter on the Republican side.]

He does not enforce—and it was stated right here on
this floor yesterday that he does not enforee—all of these
llaws. Then you have left it in him not only to be the man who
'shall make the law, but the man who shall enforce the law,
Mr. Speaker, it is time for us to speak on this matter; it is
time to take some action. We have the right to deelare a state
lof peace, and it would be a silly thing for the Constitution
imakers to say that having the power to make war we have not
ithe power to stop it, and if Porrer and the rest of us should
;vote for such a proposition, then I think George Washington
‘and the rest of his friends would move ever ounto the Demo-
cratic side and say that for once they were right. We do
have the power to stop war—congressional power. The power
is here,. We answer only to the people, while the President is
isupposed to answer to the Congress, to enforce the laws passed
by the Congress of the United States.

Mr. Speaker, I wish at this moment to reply to a gentleman
(who placed such an erroneous construetion upon gentlemen on
;thls‘side of the Chamber when he called attention to the fact
‘as to what possibly had caused the President’s sickness. The
igentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Canrriii] tried to quote me,
\and through a very strained.construction elaimed that we were
not quite human over here, that we did not have the red blood
‘and the Christian idea of being kind to a man who was sick.
Why, Mr. Speaker, men on the battle field will help the enemy
swhen he is wounded. There is not a man on either side of this
‘Chamber who does not sympathize with one of us when we are
sick or in trouble, or with the President of the United States.
‘What I said then I must explain to the gentleman, who did not
seem quite te get the point that I made. It may have been my
fault that the joke I attempted, which was not as to his health,
went by freight to the gentleman from Kentucky. [Laughter.]
Let me call his attention to the way in which I spoke of his
sickness. We are all sorry for the President of the United
States. What we were laughing at was not at eur good Presi-
dent’s sickness, but at the fact that a Democratic Senator had
uncovered him at a sudden time and place when he was well and
on his campaign. He was saying in every State where he spoke
that under this League of Nations Canada eould not have a
vote on the council, Mr. Speaker, I am not a constitutional
lawyer, nor a very good lawyer. I am an attorney. I find
that a great many censtitutional atterneys are disturbed about
this resolution, but I have not found any disturbance in
the minds of any constitutional lawyers so far. [Laughter.]
I was simply saying this, that the President of the United States
has got caught in his own trap. He said out there repeatedly
that Canada eould not have any representation on the couneil,
and it so happened that on the very day before he was taken sick
a Democratic Senator from Missouri—a dreadful thing, the
“ghow me” State—ealled attention to the fact that he was not
telling what was right and true. The peace commissioner rep-
resenting Canada at the peace fable, Mr. Borden, was trying to
get a ratifieation of the treaty in the Canadian Parliament. The
Canadian Parlinment in opposition—and we all have oppositions—
arose and said, “ We do not want to ratify this, because Canada
enn not have a place on the couneil!” *“Oh, yes,” said Mr.
Borden, * Canada can have a place on the council, even though
#Great Britain has one.” But they replied, * Mr. Wilson is
President of the United States, and only yesterday he said that
Canada could not have.” Then Mr, Borden dug down in his
right-hand or left-hand pocket and brought te the attention of
ithe world a signed agreement of Woodrow Wilson, Clemenceau,
-and Lloyd-George to the effect that the contention of the minister
jof Canada was sound and they could have a man on the council
ithat could hear and determine even questions between the United
(States and Great Britain. Then the question came, Who was
.right? President Wilson, I submit, had made a secret agree-
‘ment, a construction of which, admitted by Republicans and

Democrats alike, was that Canada should have an equal show
| in the council as well as in the assembly, and then it became

Trather a joke from a political standpoint. I do not use hard

| language. I heard some one say “ liar,” this, that, and the other;
I would not say that abeut the President. He said out there
that Canada could not have, after he had signed an agreement
that she could have. He is a diplomat. [Applause on the Re-
publican side.] Some honest people ean not find out just where
diplon:iueﬂr lays off and lying begins. [Laughter on the Republi-
cap side.}

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair desires to announce
to the gentleman that he has consumed 15 minutes of his time.

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, time is very scarce. KEach one
has the right to print for home consumption. [Laughter.] I
was only going to show by a table which I have prepared that
this so-called treaty and League of Nations was amended by a
majority of the Senate that was elected by the people for that
place. One hundred and sixty-odd Demoeratic votes were cast
for that on the 14 amendments, and I have prepared a table
which shows there was an average of over 11 Democrats who
voted for every amendment, and the treaty as amended would
have passed the Senate but for the fact the President of the
United States absolutely withheld his consent. So do not blame
us. Let us not blame anybody. If you want to go to the people
on that issue, my friend from Kentucky, just remember you did
go on it in Kentucky and that good old Democratic State gave
40,000 Republican majority by reason of your argument in favor
of this proposition. [Applause on the Republican side.] But I
do not want to try it out as a party question. I had hoped and
I believed, and I intended to stand against this rule, for I be-
lieve in amendments, I believe in fair consultation upon both
sides, and my colleague upon the committee who has spoken in
our favor, the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HupprEsTox],
will bear me out. I believe I have taken it as a nonpartisan
question, but your chairman of your party came here, and then,
as my colleague from Massachusetts [Mr. logers] said, before
we had drawn the resolution Mr. Cummings announced you
would oppose it and the President would veto it. There was
nothing else for us to do, and instead of having the benefit of
your advice you forced us into a position where we had to do
the best we could, and we have presented this, for it means
peace ; it means a step toward peace; it means a lightening of
the burdens; it means the taking away of legislative, power
from the Executive; it means comfort to the weary, war-worn
people of this world to know that the popular branch of this
Congress has declared in favor of peace. [Applause on the Re-
publican side.]

I wanted to go further myself and make a resolution which
would declare peace with all the world. I wanted to inelude
Austria. I think that is our duty, but the answer of my col-
league was that the Senate and the President are still consider-
ing the treaty and are not considering a treaty with Germany.
On the contrary, the leading Demoerat over here in charge of it
says that President Wilson is enjoying himself while the Senate
is worrying and stewing over what they are going to do about
the treaty. I remember that Nero played the fiddle, I think,
while Rome burned. I can see him enjoying himself while the
people of the United States, 100,000,000, are asking and praying
for peace, peace—your tax laws, your laws that keep the prisons
full of men for political reasons, your laws which we allow the
Department of Justice to enforce against profiteers in one place
and in favor of profiteers in another. We want peace, and I
will yield any position I ever had or hope to have or my personal
association with the party if you will show a better way to have
peace for the people of this country. You offer a resolution or
an amendment that comes within the power of the Congress and
you will get at least one vote if you ecan show me any way to
bring to this country the blessings of peaece.

Mr, Speaker, last September, six months ago, when it was
perfectly apparent the treaty of peace could not be ratified with
the American reservations, seeing the injury coming to our coun-
try by remaining in a state of war, I offered the following con-
current resolution:

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Eenate concurring),
That the Unlted States of America is at peace with all the world. _

When the Senators sent the * round robin "™ to the President
that his league covenant, which placed our country under a
superstate, could not be ratified and the President assured the
country that he would not permit the Senate to ratify an
amended treaty, it was apparent to everyone that he intended
to keep us in a *“ state of war ™ for partisan purposes until this
fall election. Friends diseredited my judgment, but in view of
his later statements that he wishes to submit the ecovenant to

the people, is conclusive proof that he has had it in his mind
ever since he left for Paris; that as he won his-last election by
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“keeping us out of war,” he might win another one for himself
or some of the reigning family by keeping us out of peace. As
Republicans we would welcome the issue, but as Americans we
can hardly find language strong enough to condemn the un-
patriotic idea of continuing the state of war for party gain.
Since the day of his partisan letter to the sixth distriet of Indi-
ana, six weeks after the beginning of the war, and after his
violation of law in refusing to accept volunteers, to keep Theo-
dore Roosevelt out of the United States Army, he has not hesi-
tated to sacrifice American blood and treasure to advance his
personal and party interest. Gentlemen who condemned me for
telling the truth about him, now admit to me it was best to tell
it as we went along. To-day our allies are at peace and getting
ahead of us in all foreign trade, our domestic affairs are un-
settled, our people are overtaxed.

The harsh war measures burden the people by depriving
them of their constitutional rights, and in the midst of this
unrest it is the duty of a Republican Congress to give the peo-
.ple what they want, and that is peace, and the repeal of the
war laws. Wilson says let the people suffer that we may
win for the party. Bryan says let us have peace to win for
the party; while the Democratic mule wisely ponders whether
it is best to run Wilson for a third term or run Bryan for a
fourth time for a first term.

To show the necessity for a declaration of peace, I propose to
set out in full the articles which were limited by the Lodge
reservations, and the reservations as adopted by the Senate
which Wilson defeated by voting against the treaty those
senatorial minds which * go along ” with his,

It is interesting to note that the majority of Senators elected
by the people insisted on the American reservations, and a
minority controlled by Wilson defeated the treaty. If con-
sidered by a question of majority—democracy—please hear the
following table which shows that States having more than two-
thirds of the inhabitants of the United States voted to amend
the treaty, and if four of the small Democratic States controlled
by Mr. Wilson—even seven votes controlled by him—would
have ratified the treaty by 56 to 28. We are forced to the
conclusion that he preferred a partisan issue to peace on
earth

S Table showing votes on reservations.

No. of Demo- | Demo- | Repub-| Repub-| Major-
reser- crats | crats I.i.cgns Iica?:s m?f
vation. for. lagainst.| for. [|against Fabion
1 | Right of United States to decide
when to withdraw............ 10- 0 7 25
2 | No war for United States with-
out act of Congress............ 14 26 L -5 Ferpeen 30
3 | No mandate without consent
of Congress...... 29 4 [y B i3]
4 | Right of United Stat settle
omestic questions........... 14 25 P, 31
b | Rel the Monroe doctrine. . 17 2 LY} o 36
6| Withho! assent of United
States to Japan's claim to
Bhanbung... e ) 21 o T n
7 | Appointments by President on
e Council, Assembly,
eto., to be ratified by United
Stafes Senate................. 17 7 B8 | 1
8| United Btates commerce with
Giermany not to be submitted
to league......... R e o 6 2 B i 19
e e e by (s s| 25| ss
or expenditures........ 8] = sl 21
10 | In war, United States reserves
t to inerease armaments. . 9 26 L M 3
11 | Right of United States to per-
mit commercial relations with
covenant-breaking State...... 5 28 e 16
12 | Rights of Americans in certain
o s R 8 a7 B 18
13 | Reserves right of Congress to
Dm&hbo:-mpmvistm.t.ii.... 6 7 ) B 17
14 | Dema; representation
of Unjte?!q States with other
nations on League............ 16 o7 Ch i 37
p o T W R 168 314 543 |. 305
An average majority of over 28 on each reservation. Then by

the President's order the treaty was defeated, although a major-
ity of 14 voted to ratify it.

The reservation in the resolving clause is as follows. It is
a simple statement that we will not be bound by its terms
unless the contracting parties accept our terms with theirs,
What intelligent man can object to this?

' RESOLVING CLAUSE.

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present concurring therein)
That the Benate advise and consent to the ratification of the treaty of
peace with Germgny concluded at Versailles on the 28th day of June,
1919, sobject to the following reservations and understandings, which

are hereby made a part and condition of this resolution of ratifica-
Hon, which ratification is not to take effect or bind the United States
until the said reservations and understandings adopted 1.3' the Senate
have been accepted by an exchange of notes as o part and a condition
of this resolution of ratification by at least three of the four principal
allied and assoclated powers, to wit, (reat Britain, France, Italy,
and Japan,

I print reservations in the order given by Senators Lobpce
and Hrrcacock in Senate Document 193 :

RESERVATION X0. 4.

The United States reserves to itself exclusively the right to decide
what questions are within its domestic jurisdiction, and declares that
all domestic and politieal questions relatin wholly or in part to its
internal affairs, including immigration, labor, coastwise traffic, the
tariff, commerce, the suppression of traffic in women and echildren
and in opium and other dangerous drugs, and all other domestic
questions, are solely within the jurisdiction of the Unifed Btates, and
are not under this treaty to be submitted in any way either to arbitra-
tion or to the consideration ef the council or of the assembly of the
League of Nations, or any agency thereof, or to the decision or recom-
mendation of any other power,

What American wants to submit our domestic questions fo
other nations? The last statement of Col. Roosevelf was, when
commenting on the League of Nations, as follows:

Moreover, no international court must be entrusted with the deci-
sion of what is and what is not justiclable. In the articles of nEree-
ment the nonjusticiable matters should be as sharply defined as POS.
sible, and until some better plan can be devised the Natlon itself
mus: reserve to itself the right as each case arises to say what these
matters are.

I beg you to read again the reservation, and say which of
these domestic or home questions you would submit to a foreign,
and possibly an unfriendly, country. Would you submit our
tariff laws to our business rivals? Would you let any other
country vote on our immigration laws?

The next reservation is No. 6, and to understand it we
should read articles 156, 157, and 158, as it relates to the
robbery of the Chinese Republic by the autocrat Japan:

Becriox VIIL
Shantung.
ARTICLE 156,

Germany renounces, in favor of Japan, all her rights, title and
privileges—particularly those concerning the territory of Kiaochow,
rallways, mines and submarine cables—which she acquired in virtue
of the treaty concluded by her with China on Marech 6, 1898, and of
all other arrangements relative to the Province of Shantung,

All German rights in the Tsingtau-Tsinanfu Railway,
its branch lines, together with its subsidiary property of
#tations, shops, fixed and rolling stock, mines, plant and material
for the exploitation of the mines, are and remain acquired by Japan,
together with all r‘.l%hta and pri\'ﬁ@gﬂs attaching thereto.

The German State submarine cables fron» Tsingtau to Shanghai
and from Tsm%tzm to Chefoo, with all the rights, privileges and
prt&pertios attaching thereto, are similarly acquired by Japan, free
and clear of all charges and encumbrances,

ARTICLE 157,

The movable and immovabhle |]1ropertf owned by the German State in
the territory of Kinochow, as well as all the rights which Germany might
cinlm in conmuence of the works or improvements made or of the ex-
penses incurred by her, directly or indirectly, in connection with this
territory, are and remain acquired by Japan, free and clear of all charges

ineluding
all kinds,

and encumhrances.
ARTICLE 158,

Germany shall hand over to Japan within three months from the com-
ing into force of the present freaty the archives, registers, plans, title-
deeds, and documents of every kind, wherever they may be, relating to
the administration, whether c¢ivil, military, financial, judieial, or other,
of the territory of Kiaochow.

Within the same period Germany shall give particulars to~ Japan of
all treaties, arra its, or agreements relating to the rights, title,
or privileges referred to in the two preceding articles.

The shame of the century is in the above arficles. It is an
attempt to consummate the things we went to war against, It
is in keeping with the most wicked secret treaty between a
king and a mikado and should have been denounced by the I'resi-
dent and the Senate,

However, for diplomatic reasons this mild reservation was
made. This article, together with article 10, would have com-.
pelled us to furnish American lives to * preserve as against ex-
ternal aggression the territorial integrity ” of Japan in stolen
property. Here js—

RESERVATION NO. 0.

The United States withholds its assent to artieles 156, 157, and 158,
and reserves full liberty of action with respect to any controversy which
may arise under said articles between the Republic of China and the
Empire of Japan.

RESERVATION X0, T.
- - - - - L - -

No person shall represent the United States under either sald Lea
of Nations or the treaty of peace with Germany, or be authorizmlg?:
perform any act for or on behalf of the United gtates thereunder, and
no citizen of the United States shall be selected or a pointed ag a mem-
ber of said commissions, committees, tribunals, courts, couneils, or con-
ferences except with the approval of the Senate of the United States.

This deprives the President of autocratic POWer never pos-
sessed by an American President.

All ministers and consuls have to he confirmed by a senate,
elected by the people.
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Woodrow Wilson would not have objected to this reservation
before the last election. He had a subservient House and Sen-
ste until rebuked by the last election, and naturally does not
want the people’s representatives to be consulted about the man
or men who represent this country anywhere. The evidence of
Mr. Bullitt shows that it was Wilson's vote at the peace con-
ference that prevented the adoption of a plan whereby the par-
linments of the powers were to be consulted in selecting mem-
bers of the council and assembly.

Did this reservation break the “ heart of the world " or crack
the ambition of Woodrow Wilson? All I ask is for any real
American to read— y :

RESERVATION XO0. 10,

1f the United States shall at any time adopt any plan for the limita-
tion of armaments proposed by .the council of the League of Nations
under the provisions of article 8, it reserves the right to increase such
armaments without the congent of the council whenever the United
States is threatened with invasion or engaged in war.

Reservation No. 1, relative to our withdrawal from the league,
article 1, provides that—

Any member of the league may, after two years' notice of its inten-
tion 8o to do, withdraw from the league, provided that all its interna-
tional obligations and all its obligations under this covenant shall bave
been fulfilled at the time of its withdrawal.

Therefore if the people of the United States attempted to with-
draw from the League of Nations, they must give two years’
notice, and then not be allowed to withdraw until they had
performed all things required by the league. If the Kings
wanted to keep the Republics in, how easy to say, * You have
not fultilled your obligations under the covenant.” And how
natural it was for an American Senator to vote for this.

RESERVATION X0, 1.

The United States so understands and construes article 1 that in case
of notice of withdrawal from the League of Nations, as provided in
said article, the United States shall be the sole judge as to whether all
its international obligations and all its obligations under the said cove-
nant have beepn fulfilled, and notice of withdrawal by the United States
may be given by a coneurrent resolution of the Congress of the United
States,

A concurrent resolution is passed by Congress and does not
require the signature of the President. If a Congress was elected
with a majority in favor of withdrawing from this league they
could do so even against the will of the President, but without
this reservation providing for a concurrent resolution the Presi-
dent might veto it, and keep us in, in spite of the wish of a ma-

_Jority of Congress.

Dwoes this reservation break the heart of the world, or cause a
pain in the heart of the President?

Arficle 16 of the league is as follows:

ARTICLE 16.

Bhould any member of the league resort to war in disregard of its
covenants under articles 12, 13, or 15, it shall ipso facto be deemed
to have committed an act of war against all other members of the
league, which hereby undertake immediately to subject it to the sever-
ance of all trade or finaneial relations, the prohibition of all intercourse
between their nationals and the nationals of the covenant-breaking State,
and the prevention of all financial, commercial, or personal intercourse
between the nationals of the covenant-breaking State and the nationals
of any other State, whether a member of the league or not.

It shall be the ti_uty of the council in such case to recommend to the
several Governments concerned what effective military, naval, or air
force the members of the leagne shall severally contribute to the armed
forees to be used to protect the covenants of the league.

The members of the league agree, further, that they will mutually
support one another in the financial and economic measures which are
taken under this artiele, in order to minimize the loss and inconvenience
resulting from the above measures, and that they will mutually support
one another in resisting any special measures aimed at one of their
number by the covenant-breaking State, and that they will take the neces-
sary steps to afford passage throogh their territory to the forces of any
of the members of the league which are cooperating to protect the cove-
nants of the league.

Any member of the league which has violated any covenant of the
leagne may be declared to be no longer a member of the league by a vote
of the couneil, eoncurred in by the representatives of all the other mem-
bers of the league represented thereon,

This drastic rule of preventing all financial or personal in-
tercourse between the nationals has never been resorted to
under the conditions stated, and the following reservation was
necessary : d

RESERYVATION NO. 11.

The United States reserves the right to permit, in its discretion, the
nationals of a covenant-breaking State, as defined in article 16 of the
covenant of the League of Nations, residin‘f within the United States or
in countries other than that violating sald article 16, to continue their
commercial, finanecial, and personal relations with the nationals of the
United States,

The most glaring abandonment of equality of representation
is in articles 1, 2, 3, and 4, which would give Great Britain
more votes than the United States has, It is almost unthink-
able that any American would vote for such a proposition. There
might have been some doubt us to the construction to be given
to the covenant on this question, but since Senator REeep, a

Democratic Senator from Missouri, inserted in the Recorp the
secret note signed by Clemenceau, Lloyd-George, and President
Wilson, assenting to Canada’s claim that she might have a
seat in the council, no one raises the question. It will be noted
that the Prime Minister of Canada was forced to exhibit this
secret note before he could get ratification of the peace treaty
by the Canadian Parliament. The leading statesmen of Eng-
land saw the unfairness of their having more votes than the
United States; how then could any American object to—
RESERVATION X0, 14.

The United States assumes no obligation to be bound by any elec-
tion, decision, report, or finding of the council or assembly in which
any member of the league and its self-governing dominions, colonies,
or parts of emg:lr(-. in the aggregate have cast more than one vote, and
assumes no obligation to be bound by any decision, report, or finding
of the council or assembly arising out of any dfspute between the
United States and any member of the league if such member, or an]\_:
self-governing dominion, colony, empire, or part of empire united wit
it politically has voted.

Article 10 of the covenant, the most dangerous to American
peace, is so important that a brief review of its diplomatic history
wiil be interesting. President Wilson announced the doctrine of
“ self-determination,” and went to the King's table and the
peace table with that thought in his mind. If you have any
doubt of it, read the following article 3 in his—Wilson's—origi-
nal draft. After royal trimming and English decorations, it
emerged as article 10 in the covenant. . (See Evidence of Bullitt,
vol. 2, p. 1172.)

ARTICLE 3.

The contracting powers unite in ﬁuamnteeing to each other political
independence and territorial integrity; but it is understood tween
them that such territorial readjustments, if any, as may in the future
become necessary by reason of changes in present. racial conditions
and aspirations or i)resent social and political relationships, pursuant to
the principle of self-determination, and also such territorial readjust-
ments as may In the judgment of three-fourths of the delegates be
demanded by the welfare and manifest interest of the ?11“ concerned,
may be effected if agreeable to those peoples; and that territorial
changes may in equity involve material compensation. The contracting
powers accept without reservation the principle that the ce of the
world is superior in importance to every question of political jurisdiction
or boundary.

It emerges as article 10, and would not be recognized after Mr,
Wilson’s association with royalty but for the fact that it deals
with our guaranteeing the territorial integrity of all parties
signing the treaty. In article 10 which Kings and Mikados
made out of Wilson’s article 8 there is no word of * self-determi-
nation,” no word of territorial adjustments as may be “de-
manded by the welfare and manifest interests of the peoples
concerned.”

No hint of the splendid thought that the “ peace of the world "
wias superior to “ political jurisdiction or boundary ™ under Mr.
Wilson’s original draft—India, Egypt, Ireland, South Africa,
Korea, and China—might hope for relief, but all high ideals of
human liberty and self-government are swept away by—

ARTICLE 10,

The members of the league undertake to respect and preserve as
against external ageression the territorial integrity and exlsting politieal
independence of all members of the league. In case of any such aggres-
sion or in case of any threat or danger of such aggression the council
shall advise upon the means by which this obligation ghall be fulfilled.

How can we guarantee England, Italy, Japan, or any nation
its * territorial integrity ” unless we are prepared to do so by
force of arms?

What American associated with Mr. Wilson agreed with him
on article 107 Certainly not House, Lansing, or Bullitt. Cer-
tainly not the international lawyers employed by President
Wilson., Listen to what his own attorneys say as to article 10—
at one time article 3. It was submitted to his international
lawyers, men of distinction and of his own choosing.

This is their answer, volume 2, page 1183, evidence of Bullitt
hearings before United States Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations, Sixty-sixth Congress, first session :

But aside from any gquestions of several joint or collective guaranties
and their proper language, the question of Rollcy presented by tilis article
in its first sentence is whether the United States should favor a guar-
anty of independence and integrity of every State by every other State.

Such an agreement would destroy the Monroe doctrine. Under such
an agreement, Germany, as well as the United Btates and even despite
the United States, would have been bound to suppert Venezuela against
Great Dritain in 1895. Under such an agreement, Great Britain,
France, and Japan might be bound to intervene in Chile or in Peru,
according to their views of the Tacna-Arica dispute, either in addition
to intervention by the United States,

Indeed, any guamnty of independence and integrity means war by
the guarantor if a breach of the independence or integrity of the guar-
anteed State is attempted and persisted in.

What the United States has done, is doing, and will do for Europe is
enough, without making an unasked gacrifice of her interests and those
of -Latin America, bg giving up a policy which has prevented the coun-
}gles south of the Rio Grande from being pawns in the diplomacy of

urope.
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Mr. Wilson’s own legal advisers make the suggestion—same
page—that instead of thus guaranteeing each nation its terri-
tory as against the world we should say:

SUGGESTION,

Each contracting power severally covenants and guarantees that it
will not violate the territorial integrity or impair the political inde-
pendence of any other contracting power.

The contracting powers reco as a binding principle that the
American continents, by the free and independent condition which they
have assumed and maintain, are henceforth not to be considered as sub-
Jects for future colonization by any extrinsic powers.

It would be safe for us to agree that “ we will not violate
the territory of another, but to guarantee that others would not
simply means perpetual war for the United States. The council,
in case of “ threats or danger of aggression,” shall advise upon
the means by which this obligation shall be fulfilled. Article
16, above quoted, also provides in such cases what we shall con-
tribute to the armed forces to protect the covenants of the
league.

Under our supreme law, Congress alone can declare war; and
it was not only fair to our people but fair to our allies to call
attention to that fact by—

RESERVATION NO, 2.

The United States assumes no obligation to preserve the territorial
integrity or political independence of any other country or to interfere
in controversies between nations—whether members of the league or
not—under the provisions of article 10, or to employ the military or
naval forces of the United States under any article of the treaty for
any purpose, unless in any particular case the Con which, under
the Constitution, has the sole power to declare war or authorize the
employment of the military or naval forces of the United States, shall
by act or joint resolution so provide.

What does Mr. Wilson say to the reservation? He says, of
course, Congress alone can declare war ; of course, they all knew
that around the peace table. That is a true statement of our
supreme law, but he says in his letfer it is supererogation. He
uses this large word twice. It means, according to the Stand-
ard Dictionary, “the performance of any meritorious act in
excess of the demands of duty, hence superfluous.,” The pro-
fessor is willing to destroy the League of Nations and “ break
the heart of the world ” rather than rupture his rule of rhetorie.
_To be perfectly fair, I read from his last letter, of March 8:

WHAT WAS UNDERSTOOD.

It was understood, as a matter of course, at the conference in Paris
that whatever obligations any government assumed or whatever duties
it undertook under the treaty would, of course, have to be fulfilled by
its usuoal and established constitutional methods of action,

Once or twice in meetings of the conference, when the treaty was
under consideration, * reservations' were made to that effect by the
representatives of individual powers, and these * reservations” were in-
variably received in the way in which men who hayve met for business
and not for talk always receive acts of serupulous supererogation—
listened to with indifferent silence, as such men listen to what is a
matter of course and was not necessary to say.

IS GLAD TO EXPLAIN,

There can be no objection to explaining again what our constitutional
method is, and that our Congress alone can declare war or determine the
causes or ocensions for war, and that it alone ean authorize the use of
the armed forces of the United States, on land or on the seas. But to
make such a declaration would certainly be a work of supererogation.

This is his answer to the Senate reservation which simply
notifies our allies and all the world that Wilson and the Senate
can not make a treaty which will forece us into war without an
act of Congress. He has lost his cunning. He does not deceive
the people who feel he wants us in war in November, any more
than he was able to deceive the people as to why he removed
Lansing. What England expected of us is perfectly apparent.
She expected to use our lives and our money to maintain her
Empire. The leading King's organ in Canada, the Star, in an
editorial lately printed, bewails the fact that Britain can not
call us to send our troops to Baku. Look it up on the map. I
have not had time. Ninety-nine per cent of Americans do not
know and do not care whether Imperial Britain gets the oil
there or whether it goes to the people who own it. Is it not too
bad Wilson can not send a few American boys to fill graves in
Baku to help Great Britain provide for the “ responsibility of
empire”? Read the editorial and comiments, taken from the
News Letter, November 12, 1920:

Americans who scoff at the suggestion that the League of Natlons is
& machine reared by Great Britain to guarantee a continuance of her
control of world affairs might do well to read an editorial printed a few
weeks ago In the Montreal Daily Star. The Star is the leading im-

erinlist organ in Canada. Those who control it are of the innermost
griﬂsh’ imperial councils. The editorial is headed, “An hour of peril.”
It starts off, * War-weary Britain is learning once more with a tragic
thoroughness the full meaning of the responsibility of empire.” That,
of course, is quite true to form. The average imperialist is firmly con-
vinced that these * responsibilities of empire™ are a r.-om&:lete Justifica-
tion for empire, The * peril™ to which the editorial alludes is the peril
to British interests, born of bolshevism and of Moslem unrest. *“A sud-
den thrust,” reads the editorial, * might threaten ihe life of the British
Empire more surely than would a Prussian victory in 1914. The Bol-
.shevists, not finding the sug?alles of oil and petrol which they expected
at Krasnovodsk, are stretching out their tentacles toward the western
coast of the Caspian, their envious eyes fixed on Baku, the control of

which Britain can not afford to relinquish. With a force of Afghans and
Bolshevists joined at Merv, we have no assurance that the Amir'’s army
will not throw open the passes of Afghanistan, which are the northern
doors of India. ith a powerful fleet in the Black Sea dominating Con-
stantinople and dividing the Turks of Europe from those of Asia, with
large military forces in India and new reenforcements operating from
the Baku area, with the assistance of her new-found friends, the Arabs
and her wards of Persia, Britain is =quaring her shoulders again for
the worst. Had the Leagne of Nations been in operation six months
ago Britain could have called to her .id her partners in the covenant.
To-day she must play a lone hand.” Anal that editorial, which may
be regarded as presenting the typleal British imperial viewpoint. It
announces that the “life of the PBritish Empire” is in peril: that
English oil interests must be maintained in trans-Caucasia; that Eng-
lish domination in India must be upheld at all hazards ; and that England
already is making military use of her “ new-found friends" in the
British-controlled myth kingdom of the Hedjaz and of her * wards”
of Persia. But above all is the assertion that * had the League of Na-
tions been in operation six months ago Britain could have called to
her aid her partners in the covenant''—forced them to go into battle
to uphold her commercial and 'imperidl interests. Let America beware.
The menace to which the editorial alludes may not exist at this moment.
But sooner or later British imperial interests will again be threatened.
Perhaps the threat will come from an Ireland bent upon bursting her
fetters. Perhaps from Eigypt. Perhaps from English oil interests, not
in Russian Georgia this time, but in American Mexico. When that day
comes England will again call for assistance to uphold her world sway.
If America, when the new call echoes forth, is a member of the Brltisg-
controlled league, woe be to her. * Had the League of Nations been in
operation gix months ago Britain could have called to her aid her part-
ners in the covenant.” 8o it will be in the future. To-day, then, there
must be no compromise. If American interests are to be preserved the
United States must not become a party to the league.

Those who have sons to sacrifice to see that England holds
Baku stand up and shout for the League of Nations. Those of
you who believe in fighting only for our country thank God the
danger of the League of Nations is almost passed.

All writers on international law agree that war may be ter-
minated in three distinct ways; one by simply stopping fighting,
without an agreement, the second is by one conquering the
other, and the third by a treaty of peace.

Under international law it is the duty of the several depart-
ments of the Government to do everything necessary to carry
out a treaty of peace, By our Constitution a treaty is the
supreme law of the land, and Congress would be legally and
morally bound to make appropriations to carry out all the terms
of a peace treaty.

Since the organization of this Government there has been
conflict of opinion among the best writers as to whether Con-
gress is bound by a treaty to make all appropriations and pass
all laws necessary to carry out a treaty.

‘Washington said that it was perfectly clear to his under-
standing that the assent of the Hcuse of Representatives was
not necessary for the validity of a treaty. That is, of course,
true; but there has been a contention constantly by American
writers that Congress was acting within its legal and moral
scope if they refuse to pass the laws reguired by a treaty
if, in the opinion of Congress, the treaty-making power exceeds
its constitutional rights or if, in the opinion of Congress, such
so-called necessary laws were against the interest of the people
of the United States.

Congress has always in the past made the necessary laws
and made the necessary-appropriations to carry out all of its
treaties, but there has always been a serions contention—ona
side saying that you have a treaty agreement and you are
bound to pass these laws, and under the strict rule of interna-
tional law they have complied.

This Government passed the necessary laws in 1796 to carry
out the treaty with Great Britain in 1794 ; in 1816 they passed
the necessary laws to carry out a commercial treaty or conven-
tion with Great Britain. They did the same in 1842 and
1843 with respect to a treaty of Washington, and after the
Mexican War provided the necessary laws to carry out the
treaty of peace with Mexico., In every case the claim was made
that under international law we were bound to do this, and
where an American objected by saying Congress alone has the
power to appropriate money, the answer given by Great Britain
and Mexico would be “True, your Constitution requires that
Congress shall make appropriations, but the same Constitu-
tion authorizes the President and the Senate to make treaties
and conventions”; and that has been a complete answer for
the foreign State; men will say that they made treaties in good
faith without the knowledge as to the constitutional limitations
of the President and Senate. Now, for the first time in the
history of the United States our allies ask us to ratify a treaty
of peace which will authorize a foreign court to order us into
war; and if we approve, the same old argument will be used,
and Great Britain or Japan, if she goes into war, and the
supreme council advises us how many men, how much money,
and how many ships they want, they will say at once, “ Con-
gress, you are morally bound and under international law you
are legally bound to furnish your troops, furnish your men
and ships to defend Great Britain or Japan,” and we will have
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no legal or moral answer to their claim unless we give specifie
notice to our allies that under our Constitution Congress alone
can declare war, and if any power on earth calls us to war the
American people reserve the right, through their representatives,
to decide whether they shall go to war; and if so, on which
side.

The same suggestion applies to the reservation which notifies
the high contracting parties that the Congress of the United
States reserves to itself the right to pass upon appropriations,
but it is not of such moral or vital interest for the people to
control appropriations as it is for them to retain control of the
lives and honor of their citizens. Gentlemen may say that these
reservations which reserve the constitutional powers to Con-

. gress are in derogation of international law—that it amends
international law.

In my opinion there is no doubt about that—international law
has not kept pace with civil law, and this is not the first case
where the United States of America has given a new construc-
tion to international law in the interest of justice and civiliza-
tion; for instance, the recognition of a new State before the
birth of this Government was recognized as a cause for war by
the parent State, and such recognition meant intervention,
Since the days of Thomas Jefferson the United States has had
a fixed policy of recognition of a new State without interven-
tion ; it has been done whenever we have had an American Con-
gress and an American President, and no parent State from
which the new State springs has ever found it a cause for war;
but, on the contrary, it is accepted as one of the American's
rights to make recognition without intervention whenever the
little peoples of the world have sought self-determination.

Many instances could be cited where the birth of this Republic
started with the reformation in the international law, and no
more striking illustration can be made than to use the reserva-
tions to article 10, for it says to Great Britain, with whom we
have had treaties in the past, beginning with our treaty after
the Revolutionary War on down to the Clayton-Bulwer treaty,
after the close of the Mexican War, on down to the Hay-Paunce-
fote treaty Ne. 2 on the Panama Canal. We say to them in so
many words that you have made a treaty with our President
and Senate and have taken money from the people of the United
Siates, because under the international law we felt bound to
carry out those treaties, and we did it.

For half a century, by the cunning of your Clayton-Bulwer
treaty and by ecraft of your diplomacy, you kept us from con-
structing the Panama Canal; by your influence you got the
I'resident of the United States to violate his pledge and to give
some strange construetion to the Hay-Pauncefote treaty by
compelling us Americans to pay toll on ships sailing in waters
every drop of which is American and every foot of the shore
line on both sides of the canal Ameriean property. You have in
diplomaecy beaten us for more than a hundred years; you never
have and never can beat us in war, but you have bled us finan-
cially in the past as you are doing now, and we give you notice
by reservation to article 10 that you ean not, with the aid of
your self-governing colonies, order us to sacrifice money or
American life, and we call your attention to the faet that Con-
gress must appropriate life and money. The American people
intend that America shall use that power given to them by the
Constitution, and that each separate case shall use that power
as the interest of our country and demands of justice shall
dictate.

Under our Constitution all appropriations must be made by
Congress, and we give notice to the world of that faet in—

RESERVATION XO. 8,

The United States shall not be obligated to rnntrlbuie to any ex
of the League of Natlons, or of the secretariat, or of any eommfssion,
or committee, or vonferenr_'e, or other agency org‘amxed under the League
of Nations or under the treaty or for the purpose of carrying out the
treaty provisions, unless and until an appropriation of funds available
'f;;tz:cg expenses shall have been made by the Congress of the United

This is a true statement of fact, and if President Wilson did
not want to keep us in war for political purposes he would not
pocket the treaty or instruct his free-thinking, free-acting, inde-
pendent Senators to beat it on aecount of supererogation.

Mr. Speaker. I could not secure favorable action on my dec-
laration of peace, so I yield to the judgment of my colleagues,
but I prefer the straight declaration of “ peace with all the
world,” for 1 wish to declare peace with Austria and with Russia,
We declared a state of war with Austria. That people never
wanted war with us. There are millions of her citizens who
have sought our shores and our shelter. They are an industrious
and an honest people. They seek citizenship here. The Senate
holds the treaty and can not consistently accept it without these
American reservations in the covenant,

Mr. Speaker, I still hope for the broad declaration and re-
served the right to present it to the House, but having great re-
spect for the judgment and patriotism of my associates on the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, and having been notified by the
Democratic chairman that his party will oppose our ending of
the war, and that Wilson will veto it if we pass it, I must yield
my point and vote for the resolution as reported by the com-
mittee. I feel sure of our constitutional power to declare the
war at an end, and under our power of legislation to fix a date
which repeals the war laws. And even if the section which
makes conditions with Germany should be held to be beyond our
power, yet the other sections will stand.

r. Speaker, I vote under protest for a joint resolution. That
requires the gignature of the President. He has already declared
the war at an end. The resolution I offered and prefer is a
concurrent resolution and does not require the approval of the
President. It is a congressional finding the same as that alteady
found by the President in the war of 1861-1865.

The House, July 22, 1861, passed a House resolution stating
the objects of war, to maintain the supremacy of the Constitu-
tion, and that as soon as the object was accomplished the war
ought to cease.

The Senate, July 25, 1861, adopted a Senate resolution practi-
cally the same. Neither was joint or concurrent, but President
Johnson used them as a basis for his proclamations, as they ex-
pressed the * will of Congress.”

The President by proclamation, April 2, 1866, declared the ob-
fects of the war had been obtained except in Texas, and on
August 20, 1866, the President proclaimed the object of war had
been obtained in Texas and proclaimed that the “ insurrection is
at an end.”

And the Supreme Court held that the war ended on the day
of the proclamation, August 20, 1866. In other words, the House
by House resolution and the Senate by Senate resolution ex-
pressed * the will of Congress.” Neither one was signed by the
President, yet the Supreme Court of the United States held in
United States against Anderson (9 Wallace) that it was the
acts of Congress and the proclamation of President Johnson that
fixed the date on which the war ended. Congress in March, 1867,
fixed June 20 as the day the Rebellion closed. President Wilson
has made his statement that the war was ended no less than
twelve times to us, Why ask him to repeat when we know that
with him war is over for some things and in full blast for other
things? At the White House, as I stated before, we are at peace
Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, and at war Tuesdays,
Thursdays, and Saturdays, and the chairman of the Demo-
eratic committee knows on which day he will consider our
resolution of peace. Why trust him, anyway?

Our Demoeratic brethern are trying to “ bell the cat " by ask-
ing him to say he will not be a candidate at Frisco. Suppose
he did promise? What did he promise on his first run in 1912?
He promised that he would not be a candidate for a second
term. Which one of his friends will testify that on presidential
running his reputation for truth and veracity is good in the
neighborhood where he resides?

AS TO RUSSIA,

Gentlemen may say, “ We are not at war witli Russia.” If
that is so, our declaration that we are at peace with all the world
can do no harm. Some professor may say it is supererogation.
Big words do not frighten us now as they used to.

We have been in a state of war with Russia. Our soldiers
are buried there and she is knocking at our door for peace.
Four thousand of my constituents who were conscripted to fight
Germany were sent there, according to Pershing’s report, to
fight Bolsheviki, and, according to Wilson's report, not to fight
anyone. I shall prove by Mr. Wilson's own statement that he
was and was not at war.

I shall show his statement of instructions to guard a railroad,
and so forth, and not to fight, and then show his agreement to
help Kolchak fight the soviet government, and Kolchak's
agreement to pay the $14,000,000,000 in bonds of royal Russia.
When you have read or heard the evidence of the President and
members of his Cabinet, you can decide whether we are or have
been at war with Russia, and whether we ought not to declare
peace broad enough to remove any doubt as to being at war with
Russia. I started out in the investigation of our situation in
Russia for the purpose of securing the release of 5,000 of my
constituents who were enlisted—most of them drafted—to fight
Germany and were sent to the frozen north—Russia, our ally—
to fight, freeze, suffer, and some to die in fighting a people
against whomr Congress had not declared war. They were kept
there more than a year fighting after the armistice was signed.
If you wish to know the degradation and humiliation heaped on

_American officers and men, read the book of Albertson, “ Fight-
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ing withont war.” He was a volunteer worker for humanity 113
the Red Cross or the ¥. M, C. A, His story is free from *“ self,
but o simple, and I know from many of my constituents who
were there, a truthful, pathetic statement of our boys fighting
when they never saw our flag, and were constantly asking,
“YWhy are we fighting here,” and “ For God’s sake, send us an
American flag.”

More tl:mnga year ago, while fighting for the release of my
constituents from a IRussian hades, I felt the sinister work of
hondholders in America who were willing to sacrifice Ameriean
lives to collect their money. They even wrofe me that I was
interfering with the collection of their money, which they loaned
Imperial Russia before we went into the war. Though we were
nenfral, they claimed they * scalped " Russian bonds in a spirit
of patriotism.

Some of you thought Lincoln Colcord was a crazy Bolsheviki
when in his “ Carving of Russia™ he told the truth as to what
was happening, and visioned the attempt of the international
bankers to maintain Governments throughout the world which
will “ pay the bills of war.” (See The Nation, July, 1919.)

I will show you by reports lately received by tlfe committee
that Mr. Wilson was solicited for months early in 1918 to
commit acts of war against our allies, the Russians, to take part
in the civil war there between the Kolchak and Lenin gov-
ernments. He stood for months on high ground. He refused,
but as time wore on he yielded to and worshiped the golden calf.

May I use the deadly parallel to show by Mr. Wilson that
we were and were not at war with Russia?

n to the Senate, . President Wilson
Ju{;’m;iz?e:lll!gl!‘;v:ﬂm Kolchak, May 26, 19

“The instruction to Gen. Graves “We are therefore disposed to
directs him mot to interfere in assist the government of Admiral
Russian affairs, but to suppolgt Mr. Kgi]cj!aag n:nguigﬁﬁnm:ﬁt?mwig
SEUREHE Wherens & ot guhlish themselves as the govern-
ment of all Russia.”

If you have trouble in weighing the conflict of evidence be-
tween Commissioner Wilson and President Wilson, look at the
dates of papers signed by him and quoted above. When he
signed the statement of June 22, 1019, as President, stating
instruction of Gen. Graves of “ noninterference,” he had about
a month before—Aay 26, same year—signed a statement as a
self-appointed peace commissioner to furnish the fighting men

at war with the soviet government munitions, supplies, and so
forth.

Let us call Gen. Pershing, who has no diplomatic training in
perversion of tongues, and who is as honest as he is brave.
This is from his report, page 55:

upreme war council that troops should be
u;erlltt gn gofsgirﬁ ‘l!niu;u o'f tt;e sn;nrfnsf the Bolshevist forces. s

This witness corroborates Commissioner Wilson and contra-
dicts President Wilson.

I call for the next important witness, Mr. Secretary Baker.
He was kind enough to reply to my resolutions before the Mili-
tary Committee and before the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

He is bright, quick of mind and tongue, more resourceful and
versatile as a witness than Mr. Lansing. His mind * goes
along ¥ with President Wilson and with Commissioner Wilson.
He must have been both present and absent at the Cabinet meet-
ings which landed Lansing on the sidewalk; so, of course, we
were at war in Rtussia with Commissioner Wilson and at peace
in Russia with President Wilson on the same day.

0N SEPTEMBER 15, 1019,

This witness, Secretary of War Baker, after repeating the
theory on which our troops were sent to Siberia and northern
Russia, said, page 22, hearings, Military Affairs:

¥or these reasons, although the Czechs are now substantially out of
Siberla, it was decided that the allied forces in Siberia should continue
to guard the rallroad. The American Army is not participating in favor
:lie z‘&-gr‘niml Kolchak. It is not participa either for or against Bol-

Now, he certainly supports President Wilson that we were at
peace in all Russia. It may hurt the pride of a real American
that our soldiers were track laborers and guards for railroads
in Siberia. Policemen and guards do not make war, but peace.

The statement of Secretary Baker before the Committee on
Foreign Affairs shows we were at war. ‘He testified that he was
then selling millions of dollars worth of the American people’s
goods, war munitions, and so forth, to a man named Uget, and
he took Mr. Uget's personal note for the property, and that he,
the Secretary, knew these goods were being sent to Kolchak,
who was fighting on one side of the ecivil war. The Secretary
very promptly said it was not an act of war, because he sold
the goods to Uget and made no official recognition of the
Kolchak government. Of course, if he had kept the promise

and others to
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of Commissioner Wilson and sent the guns direct to Kolchak, he

would have violated the statement of President Wilson that we
were at peace in Russia.

Whether we have recognized any government in Russia orp
not is important in considering whether we want to declare
peace with that country.

When the Kerensky government fell, we were notified of
that fact. The Russian Government (Zarist and Kerensky)
had purchased large supplies in this country, and we had given
to the Russian Government a credit of $450,000,000 on which
we had advanced $186,400,000. The following is from a state-
ment of Mr, Undersecretary Polk:

On November 7, the Kerensky government was overthrown. On
the 15th the first dpayment of interest on obligations held by the
United States was due and the Treasury advanced against an obliga-
tion signed by Mr. Bakhmeteff the sum of $1,829,750, which were
at once repaid to the Treasury as interest on advances which had
been made by it to Russia. This brought the total of the cash ad-
vances made by the Treasury of the United Btates to $187,729,750,

Mr. Polk stated, at page 23:

Mr. Bakhmetelf turned it over to the City Bank to the credit of th
Russian Government, but he could not dmw’agninst it— 7 s v

And so forth. !
ygtmw that the money was used in the liguidation of the Russian

ebts. :

Again, on page 29, he says:

Mr, McFADDEN, Ie has had complete control of a certain amount of
the funds, has he not?

Mr. PoLg. He had control of one separate amount, a wvery small
amount, but he had no control over these large items. Since December,
1917, my understanding is that every payment of any size was made
with the knowledge of this Government.

Mr. McFAppEN. That is, when he drew checks in settlement of these
accounts they had to be approved by the Treasury Department before
the banks would honor the checks?

Mr. PoLK. The bank would not honor checks if the Treasury ob-
jected and no check was honored until the Treasury was notified.

Mr. McFappEN. The expense of keeping up the embassy was paid by
Bakhmeteff, with the approval of the sury Department?

Mr. PoLE. We have not guestioned his right to spend a small amount
of money for the expenses of the embassy, and I understand the Treas-
ury have therefore not objected to such payments. ’

Surely, then, Mr. Bakhmeteff was not an ambassador using
his country’s money, or our State and Treasury Departments
would not have kept control of the funds. Surely, you could
not blame just plain Congressmen on the Committee of Ex-
penditures in the State Department for wanting to know how
much and to whom the money was paid. Our colleague, Mr.
McFaAppEN, of that committee, addressed a letter to Mr. 2. C.
Leflingwell, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, asking for a
statement of money paid out under his direction. This official
had testified before the committee, page 88:

It was arranged that no withdrawals should be made from that ac-
count without first notlfyinﬁbthe Treasury and ascertaining whether it
objected to the particular disbursement proposed.

This was in harmony with the evidence of Secretary Polk.
Very properly our State and Treasury Departments were bound
to see that this money was pald to American contractors, and
they 'adopted a plan they did not adopt with any real ambas-
sador., In other words, he has never been recognized as an
ambassador and he is not now and has not been an ambassador
since the fall of the Kerensky government. :

Therefore I was naturally surprised when I read Mr. Lefling-
well’s answer to Mr. McFadden's letter. He addressed Mr.
Errrort, chairman of the Committee on Expenditures in the
State Department:

The Treasury does not fecl, therefore, that it ean allow the confiden-
tial information, which it obtained from those Governments in a spirit
of cooperation and mutual confidence, to be made public, or made the
basis of what would in effect be an indirect investigation of their
affairs such as no committee of Congress would, I assume, desire to
have power to conduct directly.

In other words, put the Secretary of the Treasury on the
stand— -

Q. Was Bakhmeteff ambassador when, after the fall of his government,
you compelled him to get your O. K. before he checked out money
from the City National Bank?—A. Oh, no; if he had been we could
not have made this requirement.

Q. Was he ambassador when he paid out that American money on
your O. K.%—A. Oh, yes; it was done in a spirit of mutual confidence,
and becanse he was an ambassador it would not be safe to allow the
American Congress to know the facts.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to speak the truth. Dr. Dillon, in his
most valuable book, The Inside Story of the Peace Conference,
says, speaking of the peace commissioners:

Without chart or compass they drifted in strange and sterile courses,
beginning with the Prinkipo incident and ending with the * & »
Kolchak incident, in order to legalize international relations which
could not be truly described as peace or war.

If we are at war with Russia, our declaration should be
broad enough to make peace. If we are not at war, it can do no
harm to felicitate ourselves that we are at “ peace with all the
world.”
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I want to go back to the old American home, the old American
doctrine. I remember when I was a boy—and there was a
bunch of 10 of us—sometimes at night when the storm would
come and it was dark our good mother would call us in and
shut the door and leave the storm and darkness on the outside,
She left one curtain up to light our friends and neighbors that
passed by on the village street, as our Constitution and our
declaration have been a beacon light to light those people who

wished to emulate us in the matter of self-government.

We were away there in the storm. I want my country to get
back to where it was. I want the doors closed. I want my
children and my grandchildren to get out of the storm of war
and jealousies and the contemptible conspiracies of the kings,
the mikados, the czars, and the kaisers. [Applause on the Re-
publican side.] And the only way to do it is to help to make
peace. I want to get around that old table with this old Con-
stitution that we all want to follow as a guide to our politics
and the old Bible as a guide to our conscience. Away from the
storms and the policies and the crimes of other countries, around
that old family fireside, we will take a new oath of allegiance
to this Constitution. and dedieate ourselves anew and yet anew
to the interest of this country—the best country in the world.
[Loud applause on the Republican side, the Members rising.]

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman §ields back three minutes.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield two minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Masox].

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, the distinguished Democratic
leader, the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. KiTrcHIN], asked
those of us who had introduced measures to repeal war-time
statutes to hold up our hands., We did so. I want also to lift
my voice. I am very much obliged to the gentleman for adver-
tising my speech in favor of the League of Nations.

Mr. KITCHIN, It never would have been heard of otherwise.
[Laughter.]

Mr. MASON. Ob, the gentleman and I have a working agree-
ment. I praise very properly the best speech made against the
declaration of war, which he made, next to mine, and he now
praises my speech in favor of the League of Nations. [Laugh-
ter.] But I want you gentlemen to look at the date when the

* speech was made, and I recommend you all to read it. I know

it is a good speech—I made it myself. I have not a word to take
back, but I made it before I ever dreamed of a proposition for
a league of nations that would be produced having the pro-
visions that this has. Show me one line in that speech, or any-
where, where I have announced myself in favor of giving Great
Britain 6 votes to our 1. Show one line in that speech where I
stood in favor of allowing any other power in the world to order
my country into war, except the Congress of the United States.
Show me one word whereby I yielded any of those American
doctrines, and I will apologize to my children and grandchildren
for having done so.

Mr. BYRNES of South Carolina.
tleman yield?

Mr. MASON, Ob, the gentleman knows I can not yield in two
minutes,

Mr. BYRNES of South Carolina. But the gentleman asked
us to show him and I want to read it to him.

Mr. MASON. Out of my two minutes I can not yield to the
gentleman, but I recommend the gentleman to read my speech
and commit it to memory, and say it at night before he goes to
bed—it will do him good. But I e¢an not allow the gentleman
to interrupt me in my two minutes, and I am simply answering
this proposition. I say that I am in favor of a league of peace,
and I have not said anything against it. I belleve in inter-
national arbitration, and I worked and fought for it in this
House 32 years ago, but if ever I saw the time when I would
stand for a league of nations that would give 6 votes to Great
Britain and 1 to us, I will have to apologize to the gentleman and
to everyone else.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. KeLreY].

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I am tremendously
opposed to the passage of this resolution or any resolution like
it. I do not know of any proposition that has come before Con-
gress in the seven years that I have been a Member fo which I
have been so much opposed as I am to the proposition now before
the House. [Applause on the Democratic side.] Gentlemen,
what does this resolution propose? It is a proposition to make
a separate peace with Germany. If the President of the United
States at the conclusion of the war had said that he was going
to make a peace with Germany separate and distinet from the
peace to be made with the nations with whom we were asso-
ciated, he would not have had a single vote of support or confi-

Mr. Speaker, will the gen-

dence on either side of this Chamber.
cratie gide.]

This idea of a separate peace with Germany is not a new
proposition. This idea of a separate peace with Germany has
been floating about Congress for months. More than one partial
poll of this House has been made to determine whether or not
there was sentiment enough to back up such a proposition.
Here is the situation: The great mass of the people of America,
in Congress and out of Congress, have wanted this peace when
it was made to be in conjunction with the nations with whom
we were associated in the war. At the other end of the Capitol
not more than a dozen Senators have taken the other pogition—
that the peace should be a separate peace. Mr. Speaker, we
want to consider pretty carefully what we are doing here, -
More than 80 Senators have voted to ratify a treaty signed by
all of the allied nations, and about a dozen have voted in season
and out of season against such a treaty, either with or without
reservations.

If you pass this resolution here to-day, the interpretation
which the country and the world will put upon it—of course
not what is intended here—will be that this House has approved
the course of those who have stood against the treaty in the
Senate, with or without reservations, and in favor of a separate
peace, and it will be regarded as a repudiation of the position
taken by those Senators who favored the ratification of the
treaty either in its original form or with reservations. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. No; I have not the time. Fur-
thermore, I want to call particular attention to the fact that
it is idle to hope for an early vote or passage of this resolution
in the Senate, with 49 Republicans and 47 Democrats in that
body. What man is there here so inexperienced as to think that
a two-thirds vote can be obtained in the Senate for a cloture
rule to ever bring this resolution to a vote in that body?

It will be over there, if it is ever reported out of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, as a bone of contention, taking up
the time of the Senate of this country until the clock strikes
12 on election day. That is what is likely to happen. [Applause
on the Democratic side.]

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. How about the Michigan elec-
tion?

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. If the gentleman wants to take
the position that he favors a separate peace with Germany, I
am perfectly willing that he should do so, but as for myself I
refuse to do it [applause on the Demoeratic side], and that is
why I am stating to the House why I am opposed to this reso-
lution.

Ar. YOUNG of North Dakota. The gentleman is not speaking
to me.

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. All my life long whenever I
have taken a decided position upon a question, as I have in this
case, I have endeavored to give the reason why I have taken
that position. That is what I am doing now. Now, irrespec-
tive of what happens to this resolution after it leaves here,
I hear men say, * Why, if it is a proper thing to do, let us per-
form our duty and let other people take care of theirs,”” That
is right. And that brings me directly to the merits of this
resolution. This is a resolution to make a separate peace with
Germany without terms. [Laughter on the Democratic side.]
Section 3 provides that if we have any rights under the armi-
stice we shall continue to enjoy those rights, and section 5—per-
haps I have got the sections twisted about—provides that Ger-
many shall not set up any claim under this resolution which she
could not set up under the treaty. But outside of that the pro<
posed resolution makes peace with Germany without terms,
without pledges, and without guaranties of any kind, shape, or
deseription.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. FLOOD. I will yield the gentleman—how much time
does the gentleman wish?

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan.
minutes more?

Mr. FLOOD. I will yield the gentleman 10 additional
minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentlemen from Michigan
is recognized for 10 additional minutes,

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan, Mr. Speaker, if any man had said
while the war was in progress that when the war was over
he would be willing to make a separate peace with Germany
without terms or without guaranties as to the restoration of
Belgium or France, he would not have been safe in any coms-
munity in the United States. [Applause on the Democratic

[Applause on the Demo-

Can the gentleman give me 10
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side.] What change has taken place that we, should- propose
such a thing now?

By this resolution we say, in effect, to Germany, “ The war is
over: let bygones be bygones; let us shake hands and call it
square; it is all over, and, besides, we want to trade with you.”
[Laughter on the Democratic side.] We ask them to make no
promises or guaranties as to their military policy; we do not
even inquire of them as to how large an army they are going to
maintain, or how large a navy they are going to keep up, or
what their relations are to be with Russia, Poland, Belgium, or
any of the new nations that are set up over there. We seem to
wash our hands completely of all interest in or responsibility for
what may happen in Europe. And why? According to the reso-
lution in order that we may “ secure reciprocal trade with the
German Government.” [Laughter on the Democratic side.] 1f
we were really going to do a thing like that I.would not have
written it in the bill, in any event, where all the world can read
it. |[Laughter on the Democratic side.] This resolution is so
absolutely inconsistent with everything that this great Republic
has done from the time we entered the war up to this time that
it seems too bad that we should mar our record. As a Repub-
lican, I would much prefer to let our record stand as it has been
madle on this question. I would much prefer to stand where the
Republicans of the Senate have placed us as a party, for the
treaty with suitable reservations to protect the sovereignty and
political independence of America against any encroachments
from the outside. We would have had the treaty ratified in that
form if the President of the United States had been willing that
it should go through; the responsibility for failure to ratify is
his: the record of the Republican Senate is clear and straight;
let the issue be fought as made in the Senate; let us not confuse
it with this resolution. Now, this is a new and strange attitude
for us to take on the Republican side of the Chamber., Only a
year or so ago one of the distingnished Republican leaders of
this country laid down the correct doctrine, in my judgment, for
Republicans and Democrats alike to follow upon the conclusion
of the war, A

He did not seem to think that it was our place to cut our-
selves off from the allied nations and make a separate peace with
Germany without terms. Oh, they say we can negotiate a treaty
afterwards, but it is a fine thing to give a man a receipt in full
and then tell him to come back and settle afterwards. [Laughter
and applause on the Democratic side.] Here is what a great
Republican statesman uttered only a year or so ago, and he
hlazed the correct pathway for this country to take at the con-
clusion of this war. He said:

The United States occupies, fortunately, a position in which she
will be abie to speak with a powerful voice.

O, this is a powerful voice, this resolution.
Democratie side.]

He said:

We seek no territory ;
is no territory by which we could be bribed or influenced ; no trade ad-
vantage by which we could be tempted,

He could not have even dreawmed of this resolution, which
recites “in order that we may have reciprocal trade with the
German Government.,” [Laughter on the Democratic gide.]

Continuing, he said: .

There is no Pcrsoml profit which can turn us from the one great
object, Our sole purpose is to put Germany finally and completely in
# position where she can never again attempt to conquer and ruin the
world, as she has done in the last four years.

That is what a great Republican statesman said only a few
months ago. 1 stand by every word of it, and commend it to
my colleagues on both sides of the Chamber.

SeveErar Memiers, What was the date?

AMr, KELLEY of Michigan. August, 1918. Again, in order
that there should be no question about that or that Ameriea
should take its proper place in the settlement of this Great War,
le went on to say that we must see to it that Belgium must be
restored. What does this resolution say about restoring Bel-
gium? Nothing. I can not so soon forget that Belgium threw
herself across the path of the world's despoiler and held the
lines till France could arrive.

1 for one refuse to forget the services which Belgium rendered
to mankind. [Applause on the Democratic side.] This great
Republican leader and statesman further declared:

Alsace nnd Lorraine must be returned.

Italia Irredenta must go back to Italy.

Scrbia and Roumania must be established in their independence,

Gireece must be more secure.

The Jugoslovakia and Czechoslovakian must be independent Btates,

The Pofiah people must have an independent Poland,

The Russian I’rovinces must be restored.

Constantinople muost be taken away from Turkey.
Palestine must never be returned to Turkish rule.

[ Laughter on the

no material gain for our own country. There

. There must be compensation to Belgium, and a partial compensation

‘at least can be found in the disposition of the (German colonies, which

ought never to be returned to the empire which has so abused all the
most ordinary rights of humanity. These in outline are the principal
conditions—

He says:

What counditions are in this resolution?

Continning—

which alone will give us a vietory worth having, and when we talk
about a complete peace, and a just and righteous peace, let it be known
to all the world that that is what we mean. -

I adopt as my own the language and sentiment of this great
leader.

Those are the words of a great Republican statesman, the
Republican leader of the Senmate, HeExry Capor Lopge. [Ap-
plause on the Demoeratic' side.]  That is the record we have
made on this question, and I propose to stand there, and not
upon the record that we will make here this afternoon.

Men, I do not want to elaim your attention furtiher.
word in conclusion.

I believe that for the preseut, until the conditions in the
world settle down, we had better stand with the nations with
whom we stood in war in this matter of peace with Germany.
Men sometimes declare pretty glibly that they do not care what
happens to Europe. Why, the failure of a single banking house
in Europe precipitated one of the great panics of America. My
Republican eolleagues, our record is perfectly clear.

We stand for the treaty as it is written and as it has been
sufeguarded by the Republican Members of the Senate. When
the time comres that a sufficient number of Democratic Senators
will join us in the ratification of the treaty so safeguarded we
will be at peace under a joint treaty entered into by us and the
allied governmentis. In the meantime let us not confuse our-
selves or the world by passing this resolution. Let us adhere
to the course we have so wisely followed up to this hour, and
then no man or nation ean ever truthfully say that this great
Republic, within 18 months after the signing of the armistice
and before the grass had grown it second time over the graves of
our dead in France, held out the friendly hand to Germany
saying, * Shake hands; eall it square. It is all over; we want
to trade with you." Others nmy do as they please; but, zentle- -
men, it will never be done with iny vote. [Loud applause on the
Democratic side, the Members rising.] s

Mr. PORTER. Mr, Chairman, T yield to the gentleman from
New York |[Mr. HusTtep].

Mr. HUSTED. Mr. Speaker, our Democratic friends are very
wmuch concerned beecause the Republican Members of the House
have determined to make an effort to end the anomalous condi-
tion which exists in the country to-day with respect to the dura-
tion of the war. While everybody admits that the war is over
in the scnse that hostilities have ceased and that Germany has
no intention of resuming them against us, nevertheless it is
asserted that a technical state of war exists, because peace has
not been formally established, and this technical state of war
is given as an excuse for the continuance of war activities,
which impose a great burden of expense upon the people aml
prevent American citizens from enjoying trade relations with
the present German Government and its nationals,

The people of this country want peace declared. They want
normal conditions restored. My own view has been that a ma-
jority of our ecitizens wanted the treaty ratified after American
interests had been fully protected under the Lodge reservations.
I confess to ome doubt about it, now that presidential primaries
have expressed a preference for antileague candidates. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side.] There is only one reason why
that could not and ean not be done. The gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. Por] stated in the course of his remarks on the
rule that the only living ex-President of the United States
favored the League of Nations, but I would ecall the gentleman's
attention to the fact that ex-President Taft stated that the only
thing which prevented the ratification of the treaty with the
League of Nations covenant was the stubbornness of the present
occupant of the White House. In view of the fact, which is
recognizedl by every Member of Congress, that there is no pros-
pect during the life of the present administration to secure rati-
fication of the treaty, it becomes the paramount duty of Con-
gress to take any justifiable means to establish a condition of
peace, in order that all doubt on this question may be set at
rest by a formal declaration, and that commercial relations may
be resumed with the present German Government and its
nationals,

Of course, our Dewocratic friends must find some excuse for
voting against this resolution. They must find some excuse for
taking action which they know is contrary to the wishes of the

None,

Just one

4
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vast majority of people in practically every congressional dis-
triet in the United States, and so they seek to take refuge under
an alleged constitutional objection. They contend for this pur-
pose that the adoption of the joint resolution is an invasion of
the treaty-making power, which the Constitution vests in the
President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. In
order to demonstrate the unsoundness of this contention it is
only necessary to consider the nature of a treaty.

There are many definitions in the Federal reports, but they
all agree that a treaty is a contraet or agreement negotiated
in the first instance by the plenipotentiaries or commissioners of
sovereign States and subsequently ratified by the sovereign
aunthority of such States.

Taking up section 1 of the joint resolution, we find a simple
declaration that the state of war declared to exist between the
Imperial German Government and the United States by joint
resolution of Congress approved April 6, 1917, is hereby declared
at an end. There is certainly no element of any contract or
agreement in this section. It is a simple declaration on our
part only that we formally recognize the existence of a state of
facts which everybody knows to be true,

The authorities on international law, and this is solely a
question of international law, state there are three ways of
ending a war; first, by a treaty of peace; second, by the com-
plete subjugation of the enemy; and third, by a long-continued
cessation of hostilities 'without intention of resumption, that
States may glide imperceptibly into a state of peace with each
other without any formal action. It might be well argued that
there is another way in which peace may come, unless it be
considered a variation of the second, namely, where the enemy
with which we were at war no longer exists. Our declaration
was against the Imperinl German Government. It might well
therefore be argued that when the Imperial German Government
passed out of existence the war declared against it auntomati-
cally came to a close. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Of course, it is true that this declaration does not bind Ger-
many. It is simply a declaration upon the part of the United
States that so far as we are concerned the war is over, that
we are quit of it and do not intend to resume it. To contend
that such a declaration is an invasion of the treaty-making
power, that it involves the formation of a contract or agree-
ment with another Nation, is a palpable absurdity.

Section 2 is clearly constitutional as an exercise of legislative
authority. The power which originally fixed the date for the
termination of war emergency legislation can certainly change
the date whenever it sees fit to do so, and that is all that
would be accomplished by this section.

Section 3 provides for the resumption of trade relations with
the German Government and its nationals unler certain speci-
fied conditions. The Constitution of the United States expressly
vests in Congress the authority to regulate trade with foreign
nations. Having that authority, it is certainly competent to
specify the conditions under which we will permit our people
to trade with another nation, whether it is one with which we
have been at war or one with which we have been at peace.
The section provides that our mationals may engage in such
trade unless Germany fails within a specified number of days
to declare peace with the United States, and that it waives
and renounces on behalf of itself and its nationals certain
claims and demands. This is clearly no exercise of treaty-
making power. There is here present no element of any con-
tract or agreement. If Congress has the right to regulate trade
with foreign nations it certainly follows as an inescapable con-
clusion that it has the right to impose the conditions under
which such trade is permitted to her citizens, and the condition
here is that Germany shall show to the United States a fair
and friendly attitude. We could not afford to permit such
trade if that were not done.

Section 4 merely provides penalties for a violation of the
prohibition contained in section 3. The constitutionality of
this section is frankly admitted in the general statement con-
tained in the minority report.

Section 5 provides that nothing in this resolution shall be
construed as a waiver of any of our rights under the armistice
signed November 11, 1918, or which were acquired by the United
States during the war, and ratifies, confirms, and maintains all
fines, forfeitures, and seizures imposed by the United States.
It is simply a declaration of the American purpose with respect
to these matters, which, in my opinion, is not strictly necessary
but which is entirely proper in order that no doubt may be
entertained by anybody as to our attitude in respect thereto.

The enactment of this joint resolution will, of course, largely
fail of its purpose unless Germany declares peace with the
United States. I have no doubt but that she will promptly take
such action, as it is manifestly in her interest to do so. If Ger-

many should declare peace with the United States after the en-
actment of this resolution and within the time specified therein,
then the two nations, each acting for itself, having declared a
state of peace to exist, the techniecal state of war would end
without treaty of peace, and trade relations could be resumed.

I regret to say that I fear this happy consummation will be
defeated by the action of the President of the United States. I
am satisfied he will veto this resolution for the purpose of at-
tempting to coerce the Senate of the United States into compli-
ance with his views in the matter of the covenant of the League
of Nations. This attempt will fail, as all previous attempts have
failed. The Republican Senate will not sacrifice the sovereignty,
and freedom of action of the United States at the request of |
President Wilson or of anybody else, and so the present unfor-
tunate and highly undesirable relationship in which we stand
with the German Government and its nationals in all proba-
bility will be continued for some time to come, until we have
another oeccupant of the White House or the force of public
opinion changes the attitude of the Demoecratic Members of Con-
gress, who are to-day upholding the President in his desire to
thwart the will of the people of the United States. But whether
this joint resolution is vetoed or not, the Republicans in Con-
gress will have performed their duty in effecting its passage,
and the sole responsibility will be upon the Democratic adminis-'
tration for preventing the restoration of peace and the return to
normal conditions. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr. KENNEDY].

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. Speaker, I have 1ls-
tened with the utmost attention to the speeches that have been
made upon this resolution ever since the beginning of the de-,
bate, and it seems to me that those who have addressed them-,
selves to this subject upon the other gide of the House are guilty |
of begging the question. If anyone here is at a loss for argu-
ment in support of this resolution he can find in the minority,
report, presented by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Froon],
plenty of ground to justify affirnrative action. On page 13 of
that report I find the following language:

Tt s n fact that every war in which the United States has been en-
gaged has been conecluded by a treaty of peace, except the war between
the States, which was an internal conflict.

There is no doubt as to the correctness of this statement, but
the point to remember is that the war through which the coun-
try has recently passed has not been brought to a close by a
treaty of peace, and though several attempts have been made to-
conclude it in that way it has been entirely impossible to do so.
Let me say, moreover, that present indications show that the
peace treaty, either with or without reservations, will not be
ratified for some time to come, if, indeed, it is to be ratified at
all. In consequence of this situation the pending resolution
comes before the House from the Committee on Foreign Affairs,
a committee on which I have had the honor to serve during the
past six years. I am one of those who assisted in the framing
of this resolution. I voted to report this resolution to the House.
I shall vote for its passage to-day, and I am free to say that I
can see no reason whatever for any difference of opinion upon it.

Gentlemen on the other side of the House ask for precedents
that will justify the passage of this measure. The gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. GoonwixN] only a few moments ago, in the
course of his speech, defied anyone to show a precedent which
will warrant the passage of a treaty by the House of Repre-
sentatives.” This proposed legislation is not a treaty. I deny
that it partakes of the character of a treaty. The gentleman
from Arkansas and his colleagues may call it a treaty if they,
desire, but to do so furnishes no plausible excuse for opposition
to the resolution. No one here makes the claim that the House
of RNepresentatives has a right to pass a treaty of peace or any,
other kind of a treaty. The preecise question before the House
is, What can Congress do in view of the situation which con-
fronts this country at the present hour? What is that situation?
One year and a half has already passed since the war came to a
close, but no treaty has yet been ratified by the United States.
We are therefore technically in a state of war which will
continue indefinitely unless something is done to declare the
war at an end. In the face of this condition you gentlemen on
the other side of the House ask for precedents. I maintain
that it is impossible to present a precedent for an unprecedented
sitnation, The fact is that the country demands this legislation
in order to declare the war at an end and to repeal certain war-
time and emergency legislation which is out of date and op-
pressive, and from which the country has long since been
clamoring for relief.

Section 1 of the pending resolution declares that the war is
at an end. This is a declaration of fact well known to every
person in the country. This section is attacked by our friends
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on the other side of the House on the ground that it is un-
constitutional. Hew, I ask, can the mere declaration of a fact
in any way violate the Constitution? But you say to declare
the war at an end is to make a treaty of peace, a power which
Congress does not possess. This argument is a mere subter-
fuge and if you gentlemen make it sincerely then I submit that
your position is entirely illogical. And why?

I heapd the speech of a distinguished leader of the other side
of the House in the course of which he said, * Why don’t you
come in here with a straightforward resolution to repeal this
war-time legislation and we on this side of the House will sup-
port it”? 1 call attention here to the fact that before the war-
time legislation can be repealed, either in the manner provided
in this bill or in the manner suggested by the distinguished
gentleman, you on the other side of this House will have to
admit that the war is at an end, for otherwise there would
be no reason for such repeal. But you deny that the war is
at an end when you oppose section 1 of this resolution. If, as
you contend, the war is not at an end, how could you support
your proposition to repeal the war-time legislation when such
repeal must necessarily be predicated upon the plain fact that
the war has terminated and that there is consequently no fur-
ther need of the war-time legislation?

I repeat, Mr. Speaker, that the country desires this legis-
lation which we are consldering, and that it is the duty of this
House to puss it without further delay, regardless of whether
or not our action in so doing is acceptable to the occupant of
the White House, who is loath to let go that control which was
granted him by-Congress in organizing the Nation for war.
War legislation is oppressive in time of peace. Congress has
the power to repeal it and the right to exercise that power in
the manner which this resolution proposes.

Section 3 of the pending resolution provides for the resump-
tion of reciprocal trade relations between Germany and the
Unitedd States. This section says, in a word, that unless
Germany within a given time shall notify the President that it
has declared u termination of the war, and has made the
waivers and renouncements on behalf of itself and its nationals

*as therein specified, commercial intercourse, and so forth,
shall, except with the license of the President, be prohibited.
#entlemen also deny that section 3 is constitutional. Let us
see whether or not their position is tenable. For myself, I
am frank in saying that if the plan or purpose of this section
were (0o open up negotiations with Germany concerning trade,
if this section in any way held out an offer by this Govern-
ment on the one hand and an acceptance thereof by Ger-
many on the other, it might then be regarded as an attempt
on the part of Congress to assume and exereise functions
which under the Constitution belong to the President and the
Senate of the United States. But this section does not pro-
pose any plan or purpose of negotiation. It is not a propo-
sition of offer and acceptance. There is nothing in it which
entitles Germany to set up any modifications or counter modi-
fications; nothing, moreover, which even suggests regulation
by compromise or compact; and nothing, therefore, which lays
claim to the exercise of a power which does not belong to this
House.

A treaty requires action on the part of two independent na-
tions comprising mutual agreements in regard to the terms and
stipulations set forth in the instrument itself. A close examina-
tion of section 3 of this measure leads to the conchlusion that it
does not propose mutual action or submit any terms that are
based upon interchange between the United States and Ger-
many. It leaves it entirely to Germany herself to deeide
whether or not she wishes to restore trade relations with us.
Section 3, therefore, does not carry us beyond the power which
is clearly ours—the power given by the Constitution to regulate
commerce with foreign nations.

The pending resolution bears its credentials on its face. It
is not a treaty, but rather legislation to be applied muniei-
pally without consultation with Germany. Hence fhere is no
usurpation here—no exercise of the treaty-making faculty—
and, this being the case, it follows that our action in passing this
resolution is entirely consistent with the authority vested in this
House by the organie law of the country. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from
Island has expired.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. SmiTH].

Mr. SMITH of Illinois. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the
House, as a member of the Foreign Affairs Committee I felt
myself under the obligation to convince myself that I had the
right to not only vote this resolution out of the committee but
to vote for it upon the floor of the House. I am not an inter-

pational lawyer; in fact, I am not a la\-yyer at al. When I
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heard the silver-tongued orator from the State of Texas, whom
I admire greatly, expound the doctrine that this is uncon-
stitutional, I wavered somewhat in my allegiance to my former
conviction, but I was reassured by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania, who in support of it advanced irrefutable logic. So
I again take wy place as one willing to support this resolution,
fn(llly believing that I am not violating the Constitution when
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International law has no particular appeal to the people of
the United States at this time upon this question. In fact, if.
one is to judge by the result in Michigan and several other
States, international alliances have no particular appeal to the
people of the United States just now. [Applause.]

Undoubtedly the resolution will pass. Whether it will muster
a two-thirds vote of the House when it comes back, vetoed by
the President, is another matter. That question is not important
at present. Nor is it of the first importance now whether the
resolution is a proper one for the House to consider, despite the
length of argumrent upon that issue. The matter which is of
first importance and which is urgent is that this country shall
achieve somehow a peace status. [Applause.]

We have proclaimed ours to be a peace-loving Nation upon
every occasion offered and in every quarter open to our elo-
quence. We have confessed our horror of war upon every op-
portunity. Yet for 17 months we have clung desperately to a
war that is over. For 17 months we have puttered at peace
making—puttered at it without getting anywhere. We were
chided for our reluctance to get into the war, possibly with jus-
tice. But the critic does not live who can accuse us of unseemly
haste in getting out of it. [Applause.]

Mr, Speaker, if we are a peace-loving people it is time for us
to prove it. If we do hate war, let us get rid of one that was
finished long ago. [Applause.] We are in an impossible situa-
tion. Unanimously we say we want a state of peace. Every
interest in our land beseeches it; trade languishes without it;
induostry is hobbled by the restrictions of war and we fret un-
der them ourselves as individuals; we know that we can make
no substantial progress, that we can neither plan for the future
nor fulfill the obligations of the present, until peace is attained.

Unanimously, also, we say that we are a self-governing peo-
ple, DBut for 17 months we have withheld fronr ourselves the
thing we want. None but ourselves intervenes between us and
a state of peace. None but ourselves inflicts a state of war upon
us. We said, justly, that the war was forced upon us. Is that
why we defy all the powers of earth to force us into a state of
peace? It is a safe defiance, Other powers do not much care
whether we remain in a state of war or not. If they did care,
we would never let them force peace upon us, because we are
self-governing and can run our own affairs; that is, we say we
can.

I myself believe we can. I hold fast to what now seems the
absurd theory that we are self-governing. That is why I am
going to vote for the pending resolution; why I am not much
concerned with the arguments for and against the right of the
House to consider this matter.

If we are a governed people at all there is, of necessity, some
road which will lead us from a state of war to one of peace.
We who are not lawyers are told by those who are that there
is such a road—plain and direct, wide open and main traveled.
That is theory. In fact, the road is blocked. The American
people know it is blocked, because they have not been able to
pursue it to the peace they desire.

We know it is blocked, because
obstructions set up.

What are we going to do about it? It has been blocked for
17 months. None is removing the obstructions; rather, they
are being piled higher. Shall we, then, stand still and wait
for the removal of these obstructions by the corrosion of time?
Or shall we try to find a way around? The pressure of the
American people, of business, of industry, of husbandry, and
of morality is behind us. If we stand and wait, that pressure
will become heavier than some of us can bear. Hence, I
believe we will be wise if we try to go around. That is what
this resolution seeks to do—to find a way around. And in
this there is none to complain except those who have helped
to block the main-traveled road. :

It is claimed here that peacemaking is not our job; that
there are those who are specifically charged with this duty.
Grant that this is true—what does it get us? These others
have failed. It is not our fault, and it is not the fault of the
people, that they have been heedless of duty. We aré con-
cerned only with the faet, It is because they have failed
that this House is constrained to act. A thing is to be done.
If the agency specifically charged with its performance fails
to do it, the answer is, not to leave the thing undone but

we have seen some of the
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to find another agency. We are a futile people, and this is
a futile legislature if we can not accomplish this.

I hope the resolution before the House will achieve this end.
I wish that resolution were broader; that it included all the
nations with which we have been at war—Austria, if there is
an Austria, and Hungary, if there is a Hungary—so that we
might be at peace with all the world. For that is the great
end to be sought. Hate has been loose in the world for
nearly six years. It is time for the cultivation of good will.
We are not enltivating good will by clinging to the fiction
of a war that has passed into history. We are neither cal-
tivating good will nor serving our people by trying to fix
the bLlame for Dblocking the road to peace. The only way
in which we ecan render service is by bringing to our country
the peace we have won; by restoring to our people the right
fo plan their lives and conduct their affairs upon a basis of
good fellowship with all the world., Because we hope this
regolution will do that, we ask, in the name of common sense,
that it shall be passed. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous
consent that the vote be taken at 5.30 o'clock instead of at 5
o'clock, as provided in the rule. I make this request because
gentlemen on both sides have urged additional time,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas asks unani-
mous consent that the time for taking the vote be changed
from 5 o'clock to 5.30 o'clock p. m. Is there objection?

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
the additional time I take it will be equally divided between
each side?

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Certainly.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection? [After a pause,] The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the chairman
of the committee, I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. BrRownsE].

Mr. BROWNE. Mr. Speaker, I listened to the distingnished
gentleman from Michigan [Mr, KeLrey |, and if his speech had
been made a year and a half ago, during the pendency of the
wir, I would have heartily agreed with him., No one, while
we were in war, wanted to make a separate peace with our
enemies, but the conditions are entirely different to-day. To-
day all of our allies, in fact all of the world, are at peace with
Germany and the Central Powers, except the United States.
That is the difference. They have made their treaties, and
their rights are determined. That treaty stands fo-day, and
we can ratify it at any time. The passage of this resolution
does not in the least preclude us from ratifying the treaty
when it is presented to us and we are given an American
treaty and proper reservations safeguarding American rights
are accepted by the President, who has certainly shown great
arbitrariness in this matter.

The President himself has emphasized the fact that it is
necessary to have peace, necessary not only for the people of
the United States, but for the world, for this country to be at
peace, but because we can not enter into a peace that he wants
he stands back and prevents us from being at peace on any
other terms. He refuses to modify his views in the least,
although a large majority of the Senate, representing a con-
stituency of more than three-fourths of the people of the coun-
try. ask for fair and reasonable reservations,

The constitutional question has been fought out here very
carefully, and I do not think there is much doubt in anyone's
mind who has listened to the arguments, and is unprejudiced
by partisanship, but that we have a constitutional right to
declare a fact that we know exists, that this war is at an
end. I Lelieve we therefore have the right to officially declare
the war is at an end. It is an elementary principle that any
legislative body has a right to repeal any act or resolution
that it has the right to pass. I think that at any time, from
a day to a year after war was declared, Congress had the
right to repeal the resolution declaring war, and that when
that repeal resolution passed both houses and was signed by
the President, the war would have been at an end.

EFFECT OF RESOLUTION,

The passaze of this resolution will give us peace and will re-
peal over 60 war measures, many of which are oppressive to the
people and which give the President extraordinary powers never
intended to be exercised by the Executive in times of peace.

In arguing for the support of this resolution declaring that the
war is at an end, there are two propositions to establish:
Tirst. Has Congress the authority under the Constitution to pass
this resolution? Second. If Congress has the authority, is it
for the best interest of the people of the United States that Con-
gress exercise that authority?

LIX——342

This resolution does not contemplate the making of a treaty.
I do not contend for a moment that Congress could pass a reso-
lution that was broad enough in its scope to cover the subject
matter that would naturally be embraced in a treaty. I do
maintain, however, that Congress has a clear right under the
authorities that I will cite to declare that the war, which is in
fact at an end, is officially at an end. The war between the
United States and the Imperial German Government came to
an end November 11, 1918. There was a complete cessation of
hostilities between the United States and Germany on that date,

Germany at that time signed an armistice which was a com-
plete surrender, and in compliance with that armistice turned
over her navy to the Allies, also her guns and munitions of
war, demobilized her armies, and made it absolutely physically
impossible fn every way for her to carry on the war. The Presi-
dent officially laid these facts before Congress November 11,
1918, when he appeared before a joint session of Congress and
presented the terms of the armistice.. The first sentence of
President Wilson’s message to Congress in presenting the
armistice was as follows: .

The war thus comes to an end, for, having accepted these terms of
armistice, it will be impossible for the German command to renew it,

Several times in that message the President reiterated the fact
that the war is at an end. Notwithstanding that.the war, in fact,
came to an end November 11, 1918, over 17 months ago ; notwith-
standing that all the nations of Europe are at peace with Ger-
many and have established friendly trade relations with her, tha
United States is still at war with Germany.

John Bassett Moore, as high authority on international law as
we have, states:

Teace may be restored Ly the long suspension of hostilitics without a
treaty of peace belng made.

He states further:

1listory is full of such occurrences. What period of suspension of war
necessary to justify the presumgtlon of the restoration of peace must
be determined in each case with reference to collateral facts and elr-
cumstances, (Vol, —, p. 330, see, 1163.)

Oppenheim, another great authority on international law,
holds that peace may be established in the following way, to wit:

The normal condition between two States being peace, war can never
be more than a temporary condition ; whatever may have been the cause
or the causes of a war, the latter can naturally not last forever.

A war may be terminated in three different ways: Beligerents may,
first, abstain from further acts of war and glide into peaceful relations
without expressly making peace through a special treaty; or, secondly,
belligerents may formally cstablish the condition of peace between each
other through a special treaty of peace; or, thirdly, a belligerent may
end the war through subjugation of his adversary. (See Phillimore,
International Law, vol. 8, p. T72.)

There appear to be three waf? by which war may be coneluded and
peace restored: First, by a de facto cessation of hostilities on the part
of both belligerents and a renewal de facto of the relations of peace;
second, by the unconditional submission of one belligerent to another ;
third, by the conclusion of a formal treaty of peace between belligerents.

A formal declaration on the part of the belligerents that war has
ceased, however usual and desirable, ean not be said to be absolutely
necessary for the restoration of peace. War may silently cease and

eage be silently renewed. So cnded the war between Sweden and
go!and in the year 1716.

Grotius, in his Rights of War and Peace, holds as follows
(p. 286) :

The person who bas authorlty to begin a war has the authority to
make peace. .

It is inconceivable that the framers of our Constitution would
plaee the power of declaring war in the hands of the Congress
and deny them the right of repealing that law and thus making
peace.

It is conceded by all that Congress eould at any stage of the
war put an end to war by refusing to make the necessary appro-
priations for carrying on the war. If Congress has the power
indirectly to stop a war, it would certainly have the power to
repeal a statute declaring war.

There seems to be much confusion over the question of Con-
gress declaring that a state of war no longer exists and the
right of Congress to make a treaty of peace. The right to make
a treaty of peace or any kind of treaty is expressly delegated
by the Constitution to the President with the advice and consent
and the right of confirmation by the Senate.

The question of making a treaty is not involved here. The
question ig, * Congress having passed a resolution declaring war,
has Congress the right to repeal that resolution?”

Objection is made to section 3 of the resolution, that it at-
tempts to confer legislative powers on the President and is in
effect a treaty.

Section 3 of the resolution, authorizing the President to se-
cure reciprocal frade with the German Government and its na-
tionals and requiring the German Government to declare a ter-
mination of the war with the United States, is clearly within
the Constitution, and sustained by the Supreme Court in the
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case of Field v. Clark (143 U. 8., 649). All the embargo stat-
utes follow this decision. The President was given the author-
ity by Congress to place an embargo on all our ammunitions
going to Mexico. This embargo has, at the diseretion of Presi-
dent Wilson, been withdrawn and then made operative by the
President at various times during his administration. The same
identieal language used in the MecKinley law and sustained in
Field against Clark is used in this resolution. This decision,
};heretore. settles the constitutionality of this part of the reso-
ution.

Congress having clearly the power to say that the war is at
an end, I maintain it is for the best interest of the people of the
United States to declare that the war is at an end..

BEPEAL OF WAR MEASURES,

This resolution repeals the so-called war legislatien which
was to terminate at the end of the war. It repeals the perni-
cious and tyrannical espionage aect that makes the Postmaster
General the censor of what 100,000,000 people ecan read or send
through the mails and gives him the right to exclude any paper
or magazine from the mails without giving its publisher a hear-
ing or an appeal from his decision. Under the * trading-with-
the-enemy act” now on our statute books, our merchants and
manufacturers are not permitted to trade with Germany. Her
people can not exchange their products for eurs, or buy our
products, or carry on commerce with this country, or'the people
of this country can not trade with them unless the President
issues a special license. Thus our trade relations are very much
restricted. This act and many others will be repealed by this
resolution. A vote against this resolution is a vote in favor of
;etninlng these and the other war measures on our statute

0o0ks.

England, France, Belgium, and Italy are at peace with the
Central Powers. They are taking advantage of this embar-
rassing position of the United States and are building up their
trade with Germany at our expense. }

OUR EXPORTS FALLING OFF.

Our exports fell off very greatly in February and stiil greater
in Mareh. With the present deadlock between the Senate and
the President on the treaty and the League of Nuations, there is
not the remotest possibility of an agreement before the coming
in of a new Congress and new President, March 4, 1921.

Can this Congress sit by complacently and keep a resolution
on the statute books stating that a state of war exists when in
reality it does not exist and has not existed for over 17 months?
Does this Congress want to take the responsibility of permitting
our great commercial rivals, England, Prance, Italy, and Japan,
te take advantage ef our being at war with Germany while they
are at peace with her and permit these nations to take the trade
our people formerly had with Germany? Do the people want the
President to retain these extraordinary war powers in times of

e?:

This Congress can not be accused of acting hastily in passing a
resolution-like the one under consideration. I think we have been
overpatient, and our patience has long since ceased to be a virtue.
The American people have also been patient. They have seen
our commercial rivals getting the trade that belonged to us be-
fore the war,.and have waited for the President and the Senate
to act. They now demand that something be done to place us
on a peace status, and they earnestly petition the House of Rep-
resentatives, the people's popular branch of the Government, to
aet.

Take President Wilson's own words, as to the necessity of am
immediate peace, in his address before the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, Auguost 19, 1919:

The nations that ratify the treaty, such as Great Britain, Belgium,
and France, will be in a position to lay their plans for controlling the
markets of Central Europe without competition from us, if we do not
presently act. We have no consular agents, no trade representatives
there to look after our interests.

There are large areas of Europe whose future will lie unecertain and

estionable until their people know the final settlements of peace and
the forces which are to ad ister and sustain it. Without determinate
markets our production can not proceed with intelligence or confidence.
There can be no stabilization of wages, because there can be no settled
conditions of employment: there can be no easy or normal industrial
credits because there can be no coenfident and permanent revival of
business.

The President further states:

But I will. not weary you with obvious examples. I will only venture
to repeat that every element of normal life amongst us depends upon and
awaits the ratification of the treaty of peace,

President Wilson, in a speech at Billings, Mont., September 11,
1919, emphasizes the neeessity of an early peace in these words:

In. order, therefore, to straighten out the affairs of America, in erder
to calm and correct the ways of the world, the first and important requi-
site is peace, and it is an important requisite that can pot waity It is
not wise to wait,

THE PEOPLE WANT PEACE.

All agree that it is very important that we have peace. Peace
will stabilize industry, restore confidence, and hasten our return
to normal conditions. The business men of the country, the pro-
ducers, and the laboring men are all anxious to return at once
toe our normal condition, which we only can do by terminating
the war, repealing war legislation, and becoming once more a
Government by the people and for the people, and not a Govern-
ment by the President alore.

Germany is not in the League of Nations. There is no reason
why Germany and the United States can not make peace at
once and resnme trade relations. It would surely be for the
mutual benefit of the United States and Germany. This resolu-
tion will not only stabilize conditions in the United States but
in the world.

Can anyene give us the slightest assurance that President
Wilson will ever consent to a peace except on the basis of a
League of Nations, as he insists upon it without reservation made
by a majority of the Senate, which majority represents a con-
stituency of over three-fourths of the American people? With
the urgent necessity of an immediate peace, with the dire results
that are bound to happen unless we have peace at the earliest
possible time, as set forth by the President himself in his
speeches that I have quoted from, how long must the people wait
beeause of the arbitrary action of one man?

‘“HE KEPT US OUT OF WAR.”

This was the slogan of the Demoeratic Party four years ago.
November 6, 1916, on the eve of the election, the following
advertisement appeared: -

You are working, not fighting; alive and happy, not eannon fodder,
Wilson with peace with honor or Hughes with Roosevelt and war?

The lesson is plain; if yon want war, vote for Hughes. If you want
peace with honor, vote for Wilson.

Can President Wilson or the Democratic Party go before the
people. in the coming presidential campaign, almost two years
after the cessation of hostilities and the laying down of arms,
under the slogan *“ We are still at war,”” when they as a party
opposed a resolution officially deelaring, what is an indisputable
fact, that the war is at an end?

USUHPATION OF POWER.

" Some of the Demecratic members of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee seemed to be very apprehensive of the legislative branch
of this Government encroaching on the powers of the executive
branch of the Government., They opposed the bill providing
for a convention to consider questions relating to international
communicatien on the grounds that the provision in the bill
that the appeintees of the President be confirmed by the Senate
was trenching on the President’s powers and was therefore
unconstitutional. This bill passed by a large majority, not-
withstanding the arguments of the gentlemen opposing it.

When the same bill came before the Senate, where it was
serutinized by the ablest constitutional lawyers in the country
of both parties, with the elaborate minority report of my Demo-
cratic friends in the House in their hands, not one Senator
raised his voice against it or claimed that it was unconstitu-
tional.

Therefore I am led te believe that my Democratic friends are
unnecessarily apprehensive over the danger of Congress usurp-
ing the powers of the President.

When the history of the last seven years is written, the his-
torian will record the faet that more powers have been vested in
the President and more powers unlawfully assumed by him
than any other Executive at any time in the history of this
Republic. If the powers of the President continue to be en-
larged, if the President of the United States continues to usurp
the powers that rightfully belong to Congress, the executive
branch of the Government with its powerful departments will
control the legislative branch of the Government, and the House
of Representatives and the Senate will become merely debating
societies.

From the beginning of ecivilization the executive branch of
almost every Government has attempted to usurp the powers
from the other coordinate branches of the Government, es-
pecially the legislative. One of the reasons is the fact that
executive powers are exercised by one person while the legis-
lative powers are divided up among many. As the result of the
intrenchment of the executive upon the legislative, many legis-
lative branches of Governments have degenerated into mere
debating secieties. I know of no instance in history of the
people losing any of their liberties beeanse the legislative branch
usurped. any of the powers from the executive branch of the
Government.
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EXECUTIVE POWER.

President Wilson's attitude toward Congress on the great
question of deeclaring war and making treaties is entirely at
.variance with all of our earlier statesmen. The President, on
his own initiative and without consulting the Congress that was
then in session, sent our fleet to Mexico. When our fleet was
well under way, so that to have recalled it would have made us
the laughingstock of the world, the President asked the ap-
proval of Congress. Before the Senate had acted upon it our
marines had landed, some of them had been killed, and a
number of Mexicans had been killed. A state of war practically
existed. No one doubts that the same acts would have been
equivalent to war if they had occurred toward any of the
larger nations. The power to declare war was expressly and
solely given to Congress by the Constitution.

Notwithstanding this express provision of the Constitution,
President Wilson treats it as a mere perfunctory power of
Congress, the real discretionary power being with the Executive.

So in regard to that other great power, the right of the
Senate, one of the treaty-making branches of the Government,
to participate in the making of treaties. The President has
wholly ignored the Senate in his negotiations in making the
most important treaty in the world. He literally carried out
the text in his book entitled * Constitutional Government in
the United States,” published in 1908. I quote from President
Wilson as follows: - .

One of the greatest of the Presldent's powers 1 have not yet spoken
of at all—his control, which is very absolute, of the foreign relations
of the Nation. The initiative in foreign affairs which the President
possesses, without any restriction whatever, is virtually the power to
control them absolutely. The President ean not conclude a treaty with
a foreign power without the comsent of the Senate, but he may guide
every step of diplomacy, and to iuldc diplomacy is to determine what
treaties must be made if the faith and the prestige of the Government
are to be maintained. He needs to disclose no step of negotiation until
it is complete, and when in any critical matter it is completed the
Government ig virtually commitied. Whatever its disinclivation, the
Senate may feel itself commitied also.

HOW TO COERCE THE SENATE,

In a still earlier work entitled “ Congressional Government,”
published by President Wilson in 1885, he tells how the Execu-
tive can coerce the Senate into acquiescence and thus nullify
an important part of the Constitution. How nearly President
Wilson has earried out the suggestion made by him in his book,
I quote his exact language and let the public judge. President
Wilson, in his book * Congressional Government,” published in
1885, states: -

His—

The President’'s— ~
only power of compelling compliance on the part of the Senate lies in
his initiative in negotiations, which affords him a chance to get the
country into such scrapes, so pledged in view of the world to certain
courses of action that the Senate hesitates to bring about the appearance
of dishonor which would follow its refusal to ratify the rash promises
or to support the indisereet threats of the Department of State,

Mr. Speaker, the Constitution provides that the President of
the United States shall have power, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, to make treaties, providing that two-
thirds of the Senators present concur.

Alexander Hamilton, fresh from the Constitutional Conven-
tion, pending ratification of the Constitution of the United
States, in a speech in New York, speaking of the danger of
lodging with one man, the President of the United States, the
executive authority to make treaties and control foreign rela-
tions, said:

However proper and safe it may be in governments where the execu-
tive magistrate is an hereditary monarch to commit to him the entire
power of making treaties, it would be utterly unsafe and improper to
intrust that power to an elective magistrate of four years' duration.

Again, he said:

The history of human conduct does not warrant that exalted opinion
of human virtue which would make it wise in a nation to commit in-
terests of so delicate and momentous n kind as those which concern
its intercourse with the rest of the world to the sole disposal of a
magistrate created and circumstanced as would be a President of the
United States,

I have cited the attitude of our present Executive to show
the danger of the Executive trenching on the powers of the legis-
lative branch of the Government.

This is not the first time in our history when Congress has
attempted to exercise its sovereignty and discharge its duty to
the people, that carping critics have questioned its authority in
discharging its duty to the people. Prophets were heard in the
North, as well as in the South, from 1861 to 1865, contending
that the acts of Congress in defending the integrity of the Union
were unconstitutional. We all now rejoice that history has
proven them to be false prophets, and that we are now a united
people, citizens of the best Government that it has pleased
the Almighty to foster and perpetuate. The grandsons of the
heroes of the North and the South, heroes of the Civil War,

have vied with one another in heroic deeds—many, too many,
alas, have sacrificed their lives for the honor and glory of our
common couniry on the fair fields of France. Their names will
be enshrined in the hearts of all Americans and honored by all
lovers of liberty in every land throughout the globe. Pass this
resolution and bring home the 19,000 of our boys still in Europe,
at an expense of one million two hundred and twenty-five thou-
sand dollars a day, and, in the language of one of America’s
greatest soldiers, Gen. Grant, “ Let us have peace.” [Applause.]

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Kremer]. [Applause.]

Mr. KREIDER, Mr. Speaker, a little less than four years
ago our Democratic friends exhibited in every city and town
throughout the country two celebrated posters, one describing
the horrors of war in Europe, the other picturing the peaceful
existence of the honest workman in America, together with a
large medallion of Woodrow Wilson, advertised to the world
that “He kept us out of war.” .

To-day, I would suggest that our Democratic friends follow
the same scheme of advertising now., Picture the George
Washington, flying the President’s flag and 14 pennants, on
each of which be inscribed in large letters one of the 14 points
named as “ essential in the consideration of peace” by Presi-
dent Wilson in his address to a joint session of Congress on
January 8, 1918. The first point named, “ Open covenants of
peace, openly arrived at.” and so forth, should be on the first
pennant; the second should have inseribed.upon it “Absolute
freedom of navigation upon the seas,” and so forth, for this
was the second point; and still another should bear the in-
sceription embodying the principle of * self-determination,” and
s0 on, the other picturing the American people bound and
shackled, hampered and oppressed, clamoring and pleading as
American citizens to be relieved of the burdens imposed by
war legislation, and then, the same large medallion as before,
but the inscription surmounting same should read, *The price
of peace is the surrender of Americanism for internationalism,”

As between the two exhibits, the latter, at least, has the
merit of picturing the true state of affairs, without any attempt
at misrepresentation. =

The American people are peace loving, and when President
Wilson in 1916 went before them asking for reelection, he
knew and his party knew that he could make no more eloguent
appeal to secure the votes necessary for his reelection than to
say, “* He has kept us out of war,” althgugh he must have known,
as every man in public life knew, that the policy the Admin-
istration was pursuing would lead us directly into the war.

Three years ago this week the Congress of the United States,

.upon the recommendation of the President, declared that a

state of war existed between the United States and the-Im-
perial German Government,

Immediately after this declaration the American people, as
one man, bent their every energy for the purpose of winning
the war. They accomplished what was considered the impos-
sible—we raised an Army of over 4,000,000 men, trained them,
and transported 2,000,000 of them to France, and in practieally
six months’ actual fighting we turned defeat into victory and
had Germany on her knees begging for peace.

While the war was in progress the President of the United
States has enunciated to our allies as well as our enemies
the 14 points, to which I have referred, as * essential to the
consideration of peace.”’ These points were regarded by the
American people as generally satisfactory, and were accepted by
our allies, and led to the signing of the armistice on the 11th
day of Nevember, 1918, and as a result in the gray dawn of the
morning of that day the doughboys, at the very gates of Sedan,
received orders that “ all firing on all fronts shall cease promptly
at 11 o'clock this day.”

And on that day, not only throughout the United States but
throughout the entire world, there was such rejoicing as had
never been known before. Peace was at hand; mothers who had
been longing for their sons, wives for their husbands, and sweet-
hearts for their betrothed gave thanks to God for peace and
Jjoined in the great vejoicing; and in the hospitals those who
had gone to the front—strong men, America’s finest and best—
and had been returned from the front mutilated and deformed
in body gave thanks to God that the war was over and re-
joiced in peace; and those other mothers, wives, and sweet-
hearts of the gold star, who knew they would not be reunited
with their loved ones until they stand before the Father on the
final day of judgment, they, too, gave thanks for peace which
had cost them and theirs so dearly.

And when the wild tummult of joy had spent itself Ameriea,
as America will, turned her thoughts to the actual making of
peace and waited with keenest interest word from the President
as to who would be delegated as the American representative
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for this momentous and all-important task, hoping and trusting
that, regardless of who the representativer was to join our
allies, that he would truly represent America and safeguard her
interests, with due regard for the 14 principles so publicly an-
nounced as the basis on which the treaty of peace would be
consummated.

Unfortunately for the American people, however, the Presi-
dent issued this mandate to himself, sincere in his belief, no
doubt, that no one but he could accomplish the things he desired
to bring about. {

Never before in the history of America had a deserved success
been so fervently prayed for, never had any emissary of this
country carried with him such manifestation of good will as
that which accompanied Woedrow Wilson on the day on which
he hoarded the George Washington.

Previous to the sailing of the George Washingion the President
dispatched on the Orizabae a picked corps of news correspondents
and news photographers, addressed the Congress of the United
States; and assured us that not only the Congress but the people
should be taken into his confidence; every act of his up to this
time, the sending of the correspondents, the assurance to Con-
gress, indicated that he intended to stand firmly by at least the
first of the 14 points, which was “open covenants of peace
openly arrived at'; but when the President took control of the
cables, thus cutting off the members of the press, some doubt
was had as to his sincerity-

Americans familiar with European polities well knew the op-
position the President would encounter in his attempt to live up
to the high ideals enunciated, and with bated breath listened
for even the faintest sound of how his battles with the giants
fared.

It is impossible to describe the disappointment when we saw
he had lost in the first round. He had advocated open cove-
nants of peace to be openly arrived at—affairs between nations
were to be discnssed in the full Iight of the sun, and the result
of the deliberations to be communicated to every people. To our
great disappointment we soon learned that the sessions were
held in secret. On{y the merest crumbs of the deliberations
were given the public. The telegraph and cables were placed
under the most rigid censorship, the press was gagged, jour-
nalists whom he had sent on the Orizaba, instead of being per-
mitted to see what was going on and to hear what was said,
were barred and were obliged to fturn into eavesdroppers or to
employ backstair methods to give their assumptions and imag-
inations some warrant of fact.

At length, after five months of secret battle, Woodrow Wilson,
the self-styled world’s champion of human righteousness, the
world's one-time bitterest opponent of militarism, imperialism,
nationalism, hatred, and revenge, came forth not only with de-
feat written all over him but even arrayed on the side of his
vanquishers.

The disillusionment of his many friends and admirers was
appalling. Probably never before had a man fallen with so
sickening a thud as that with which President Wilson fell from
the heights to which he had been elevated by public opinion.

All the European people, who a short time before had wel-
comed him as a deliverer from autoeracy, who had hailed him
as the spokesman of right and justice, who had worshiped,
honored, and respected him, were amazed and sorely disap-

inted. :
l‘wIt took days and weeks before people:could get themselves to
believe that what they heard concerning Wilson was true.

As events subsequently proved, as had been feared, President
Wilson was no match for the European past masters in the
arts and crafts of diplomacy. They soon learned that he was
but an amateur in politics, little acquainted with the intricacies
and intrigues of European affairs. It no doubt amused these
diplomats to see him take himself so seriously, to see him as-
sume the role of world arbiter, when they knew that with a
little flattery he had become a willing tool in their hands.

Like professionals, they allowed him to have a few bouguets,
the plaudits, and acclamation of the people, but when it came
to writing the peace treaty and the League of Nations he was
not seriously considered, and, according to Secretary Lansing’s
testimony before the Foreign Relations Committee of the Sen-
ate, the 14 points which our President had formulated and to
which he had given the widest publicity, and which he had said
were “ essential in the consideration of peace,” were not even
discussed at the conference.

He returned to America, bringing with him a treaty of peace
and a League of Nations dictated and drafted by the diplomats
of Europe, the provisions of which divided the gpoils of war and
territory according to the desire and previous agreements of the
European powers, and, so far as America was concerned, its
provisions not only violated the provisions of the Constitution

of the United States but our most sacred traditions, policies, and
doetrines,

This treaty and League of Nations was presented to the Senate
for ratification. There is no question but what the American
people want peace. They want no more wars. They want a
League of Nations to prevent war, but they also want to preserve
the Constitution of the United States; they want to reserve to
themselves their sovereignty, their rights, and interests. The
Senate, after a wearisome, toidsome, and prolonged discussion
rp.nlcll debate, formulated certain reservations, which are as

ollows:

Resolution of ratification.

Resolved (two-thirds of the Benators present concurring therein)
That the Senate advise and consent to the ratification of the treaty of
Reﬂco with Germany, concluded at Versailles on the 28th day of June,

919, subject to the following reservations and understandings, which
are hereby made a part and condition of this resolution of ratification
which ratification is not to take effect or bind the United States until
the said reservations and understandings adopted by the Senate have
been acceﬁted as a part and a condition of this resolution of ratification
by the allied and assoclated powers, and a fallure on the part of the

ed and associated a{‘mwers to make cbjection to said reservations and
understandings prior to the deposit of ratifieation by the United States
shall be taken as a full and final aceeptance of such reservations and
understan by said powers:

1. The United States so understands and construes article 1 that in
case of notice of withdrawal from the League of Natlons, as provided
in cle, the United Sttaes shall be the sole judge as to whether
all its international obligations and all its obligations under the said
covenant have been fulfilled, and notice of withdrawal by the United
States may be given by a concurrent resolution of the Congress of the
United States.

2. The United States assumes no obligation to preszerve the territorial
integrity or itical independence of any other countr{ by the employ-
mentof its military or naval forces, its resources, or any form of economic
discrimination, or to interfere in any way in controversies between na-
tiona, including all controversies relating to territorial integrity or
political independence, whether members the league or not, under the
%rovisinns of article 10, or to employ the military or naval forces of the

nited Btates, under any article of treaty for any purpose, unless in
any particular case the Congress, which, under the Constitution, has the
sole power to declare war or authorize the employment of the military
or naval forces of the United States, shall, in the exercise of full liberty
of action, by act or joint resclution so provide.

8. No mandate ghall be accepted by the United States under article 22,
part 1, or any other provision of the treaty of peace with Germany, ex-
cept l&ghncﬂun of the Congress of the United States.

4. e United States reserves to itself exclusively the right to decide
what questions are within its domestic jurisdiction and declgnes that all
domestic and litical gquestions relating wholly or in part to its in-
ternal affairs, includin !mmjg:ﬂon, labor, coastwise traflic, the tariff,
commerce, the suppression of fiic in women and children and in opium
and other dangerous drugs, and all other domestic questions, are solely
within the fur!sdlct{nn of the United States and are not under this treaty
to be submitted in any way either to arbitration or to the consideration
of the council or of the assembly of the League of Nations, or any agency
thereof, or to the decision or recommendation of any other power.

6. The United Btates will not submit to arbitration or to inquiry by
the assembly of by the council of the Lengg:]e of Nationg, provided for in
gaid treaty of peace, any questions which the uj,ndgment of the United
States depend upon or relate to its long-established policy, c&m‘ljnonly

known as the Monroe doctrine ; sald doctrine is to be in y the
TUnited States slone and is hereby declared to. be wholly outside the
jurisdiction of said League of Nations and entirely unaffected by any

provision contained in the said treaty of peace with (ﬁieﬂ:n«aug‘3

6. The United States withholds its assent to articles 156, 157, and
158, and reserves full liberty of action with respect to any controversy
which may arise under said articles.

7. No person is or shall be authorized to resent the United States,
nor shall any citizen of the United States be eligible, as a member of an
body or agency established or authorized by said treaty of peace wit
Germany, except pursuant to an act of the Congress of the United States
providing for his appointment and defining his pewers and duties.

8. The United States understands that the reparation commission will
regulate or interfere with exports from the United States to Germany,
or from Germany to the United States, only when the United States by
?ct or joint resolution of Congress approves such regulation or inter-

erence. 3
9. The United States shall not be obligated to contribute to any ex-
of the League of Nations, or of the secretariat, or of any commis-
glon, or committee, or conference, or other agency, organized under the
League of Nations or under the treaty or for the purpose of carrylng out
the treaty provisions, unless and until an appropriation of funds avail-
able for such expenses shall have been e by the Congress of the
United States: Provided, That the foregoing limitation shall not n;;gly
to the United Btates’ proportionate share of the expense of the office
force and sa of the secretary general

10. No plan for the Hmitation of armaments gmposed by the council
of the League of Nations under the provisions of article 8 shall be held
as binding the United States until the same shall have been accepted
by Congress, and the United States reserves the right to inerease its
armament without the consent of the council whenever the United
States is threatened with invasion or engaged in war.

11, The United States reserves the right to permit, in its discretion,
the nationals of a covenant-breaking State, as defined in article 16 of
the covenant of the League of Natlons, residing within the United
States or in countries other than such covenant-breaking State, to con-
tinue their commercial, financial, and personal relations with the na-

‘tionals of the United States.

12. Nothing in articles 296, 297, or in any of the annexes thereto,
or in any o cle, section, or annex of the treaty of peace with
Germany, shall, as against citizens of the United States, be taken to
mean any confirmation, ratifieation, or approval of any act otherwise
glegnl or in contraventlon of the rights of citizens of the United

tates.

13. The United States withholds its assent to Part XITI (articles
887 to 427, inclusive) unless Congress b{ act or joint resolution shall
hereafter make provision for re entation in the organization b-
lished by sald XIII, and in such event the participation of the

-
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United States will be governed and conditioned by the provisions of
such act or joint resolution.

14. Until
be so amen
to cast a number of votes equal
league and its self-governing dominions, colonies, or parts of empire,
in the aggregate, shall Le entitled to cast, the United States assumes
no obligation to be bound, except in cases where Congress has Jare—
viously given. its conszent, by any election, decision, report, or finding
of the counell or assembly in which any member of the leagne and its
self-governing dominions, colonies, or parts of empire im the aggregate
have east more than 1 vote.

ed as to provide that the United States be enti

to

The United States assumes no obligation to be bound by any deci-

sion, report, or findin
dispute between the
such member or an{hselr-xoveming
of emplre united with it politlcal;iy has voted.

15. In consenting to the ratification: of the treaty with Germany

of the council or assembly arising out of anfv
nited States and any member of the league if

the United States adheres to the principle of self-determination-and to.
thy with the xalratlons- of the Irish people

the resolution of sym
for a government of their own. choice adopted by the Senate June 6,
1919, and declares that when such government is attained by Ireland,
a consummation it is hoped is at hand; it should promptly be admitt
as a member of the Leagune of Nations.

These reservations were inserted in the resolution of ratifica-
tion by a majority vote.

There is no question but that the resolution of ratification
with these reservations would have passed the Senate by more
than a two-thirds vote had the Senators been permitted to vote
their convictions.
President:. Thus one “willful man ™ has defeated the will of
the great majority of the 110,000,000 people of the United States.

As a result, it is now evident that we can not have peace by
the ratification of the treaty, for the reason that the President
insists that the treaty and the League of Nations must be rati-
fied as it was written by the diplomats of Europe, notwithstand-
ing the fact that these same diplomats have signified their
willingness to acecept the reservations, and, on the other hand,

the Senate insists that it can not and will not ratify except with.

the reservations.

We must therefore choose either to continue a fechnical state
of war indefinitely, with all its burdens, or find some other way
to secure peace.

Happily, international law provides three ways of terminating
war between belligerents—

First, by a treaty of peace.

Second, by conquest. .

Third, by the mere cessation of hestilities, so long continued
that it is evident there is no intention of resuming them.

It is this method which has been adopted and on which the

resolution now before us is based.

Of course, the followers of the President are opposing this
resolution.
“gain political advantage,” and so forth.

If bringing about peace, which the great majority of the |

American people demand, is “playing pelitics” or “gaining
political advantage,” then we plead guilty.

They accuse us of assailing, condemning, and finding fault:

with the President:

Yes, we do criticize him, because he Has been chosen as the
represenfative of the American people and he fails to represent
them, but insists on representing himself and the European
nations. .

We are told we are embarrassing the President. We deny
this, for he has done all the embarrassing, largely because of the

untenable position he has taken and his refusal to yield to.

Teason. ;
Now, let us consider in the light of reason, common sense, the

Constitution and international law, this resolution, which pro-.
vides for the termination of the state of war with Germany, and |

the objections raised against the adoption of this resolution.

It has been claimed by those opposing the resolution of peace
that we have no authority and no power to act in this matter,
and that the resolution itself is unconstitutional and if passed
is void and of no effeet.

The first seetion of this resolution simply declares—

That the state of war declared to exist between the Imperial German:

Government and the United States by the joint resolution of Congress ap-
proved April 6, 1917, is hereby declared to be at an end. = >

This section is predicated absolutely upon official information

given to Congress by the President about 17 months ago, when

he said: * Thus the war comes to an end, for Germany having

accepted these terms of the armistice it will be impossible for the.

German command to renew it.” .

When Congress passed the resolution declaring that a state
of war existed between the Imperial German Government and
the United States it did so upon the advice of the President of
the United States and simply declared the fact that a state of
war existed, the object of which was to inform officially all neu-
tral nations of the fact so they could govern themselves accord-
ingly, so now, Congress again having been officially informed by

t 1, being th t of the Tieague of Nations, shalll
¥ vide that the Unitel shall tled | notify the neutral nations of the world.

that which any member of the.

dominion, colony, empire, or part:

But this privilege: was. denied them by the:

They tell us we are “playing politics,” trying to.

the President that “the war is at an end,” Congress: makes the

simple declaration of the fact, for the same purpose, to thus
Furthermore, it is claimed tluit the Congress:has no right to

-enter into peace negotiations: or write a treaty of peace. We:
thoroughly agree with that view and: are not now attempting |
| to write a treaty of peace ; we are simply. deelaring offieially what!
-every man, woman, and child in the United States and every!

other nation on earth knows to be a fact:
Section 2 provides for an official date for the termination 01(

| the present state of war for the purpose of terminating various

emergency acts of Congress; joint resolutions, proclamations: by
the President, and se forth, which are absolutely dependent
upon the date of the termination of the present emergeney. -

It is claimed by the gentlemen cn the other side, and they have
'said repeatedly to-day and yesterday, that the war can not end

ed | except by the ratification of the treaty of peaee, and: that Con-

gress. has no- constitutional autliority to. recognize any other
termination.

Let me point to a provision in the aet known as: the trading
with the enemy act, approved October 6, 1917, as: reeorded in
the Statutes at Large, on page 412, volume 40 :

The words ** emd 'of the war,"" as used herein, shall be deemed to mean
the date of proclamation: of: exchange: of ratifications of the treaty: of

ce, unless the President shail by proclamation.declare a- prior r{nte
n which case the date so proclaimed shall be deemed to be the end. of
the war, within the meaning of this aet.

Gentlemen say the war can not end until ratifieations are ex-
«changed and proclamation of the fact made by the President,
but by this act, passed by the Sixty-fifth Congress, when the
‘Democratic Party was in the majority, these words were enacted
into law; you Demoerats voted for that act, and I voted for it.
The majority of Members on the Republican side, almost all of
‘them, voted for it.

If we had the right then to authorize the President to take
certain action, we have the right now.. We have the right to
repeal that authorization and to fix some other mode of deter-
mining the date which shall be the end of the war.

The President’s authority to announce a prior date is an au-
thority conferred upon him by act of Congress, and we can re-
peal that provision and assert the right to name a: prior date,
We conld not have conferred upon him a right that we did not
ourselves possess, :

We have been told that this resolution is intended to dispose
of the pending treaty in the Senate and that support of it is an
‘evidence of partisanship. Quite to the contrary, this resolution
‘is not a treaty of peace and does nof in any way conflict, or

‘hamper, or interfere with the writing of a treaty of peace or a

league of nations. A treaty of peace should be written and
ratified, and nothing contained in this resolution will interfere
with so doing. Neither does this resolution dispose of' or pre-
vent the United States from joining the Leagne of Nations, when
two-thirds of the Senate and'the President can agree upon the
basis which the United' States will join such a league of
nations, and there is no question but what' the: American people
desire to join a league of nations, but not at the expense of sur-
rendering our sovereignty at the expense of violating the Con-
stitution of the United States and thre surrender of what we deem
to.be our rights and interests and traditions. The gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. KrrcHiN] emphatically denmied that
the President was responsible for the failure of the Senate to
ratify the treaty, but insisted that the Republican Members were
responsible. Let us see. The treaty was submitted fo the Sen-
ate on the 10th day of last September, and after the most ex-
haustive consideration by that body, on the 19th of' November,
‘after contest following contfest covering more than a score of test
votes, each of which showed that the ratifying body by a de-
cisive majority was ready to ratify the treaty and end the war
upon the condition that American sovereignty and independence
should not be surrendered, but was prevented from doing so by
the Executive influence.

On the 18th of November, the day before the final vote was
taken, which was two and one-half months after the treaty was
presented to the Senate, came the Executive order, “ Defeat it,”
and it was defeated.

To the appeals from treaty friends, he replied, “I have no con-
cessions in mind.”

Three months later a second effort was made; when again all
the reservations were adopted. by & decisive majority, some of
them 2 to 1, and the treaty with the reservations was favored;
but the necessary two-thirds failing, again came the short
statement *“ unacceptable,” and the treaty has not been ratified,
although in every case it was demonstratedithat only one will-
ful man stood in the way.

Even now the sentiment in the Senate-is in harmony. with this
thought. - Let me direct your attention to the last vote thet was
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taken in the Senate on the question of ratifying the treaty.
On that vote there were, including the pairs, by which Members
announced their position on the question, 3¢ Republicans who
were in favor of ratification and 23 Democrats; against ratifi-
cation there were 15 Republicans and 24 Democrats. The ma-
jority of the Republicans more than 2 to 1 voted for ratification,
with the reservations which had been adopted by the majority
of the Senate. It was the vote of 23 Democrats added to the
15 Republicans that prevented ratification, and it is safe to say
that had those 23 Democrats voted their convictions or been
allowed to do so by the administration the necessary two-thirds
vote would have been had in the Senate.

There has not been a moment since the 1st of October when the
war could not have been ended technieally, as it has been prac-
tically, within 24 hours, if the President had been willing.

If my Democratic friends are right, that there is no way to
end this war except by the treaty coming from the President and
ratified by the Senate, then I want to say to the country that
there will be no ending of the war until after the initiation of
a treaty shall be placed in some other hands than those of the
present President.

At any rate, the passage of this resolution will in no way
affect the treaty, and it is not to be supposed that the action of
the Senate is necessarily a final disposition of the freaty.

It should also be said and remembered that the great majority
of the wars in the past have been ended without a formal treaty
of peace. Those that have ended with a treaty of peace have
been the exception rather than the rule. I admit it would have
been more desirable to have ended this war aceording to the plain
provisions of the Constitution of the United States, but the con-
dition confronting the people is that we find the President and
the Senate not in agreement ; meanwhile the people of the coun-
try are suffering because of war legislation, war burdeuns, tax
burdens, and so forth, which the Congress of the United States
can remedy, and the question is, Shall this condition of affairs
continue indefinitely, shall the war-time powers conferred upon
the President of the United States continue, or shall Congress,
acting for and in behalf of the people of the United States, put
an end to these conditions?

Gientlemen have said that we should repeal war legislation
and thereby put the country on a peace basis. . I wonder if the
gentlemen have examined this war legislation. It has been
ascertained by actual count that there were 61 different acts of
emergency legislation passed for the purpose of the war only.
Thirty of them are to come to an end upon the proclamation of
the treaty of peace, 31 are to come to an end at different pe-
rivis—3 months, 6 months, 18 months, 3 years, 5 years, and in
one case 10 years—after the ratification of peace.

If Congress is to go over these acts one by one and repeal
them, or repeal those acts which are not intended to remain
in force after the end of the war, it would be more than a
full sessions’s work for the Congress.

Section 3 deals entirely with foreign trade and commerce
amd a resumption of trade relations with Germauy, This cer-
tainly is not unconstitutional, because the Constitution ex-
pressly provides that “Congress shall have power to regulate
conunerce with foreign nations and among the several States,”
and it has always been entirely under the control of Congress
and has never before been disputed. It is plain legislation,
based upon facts to be ascertained by the I’resident.

Section 4 provides for the enforcement of the act.

Section 5 provides for and protects all the property rights,
privileges, and advantages to which the United Siates has
become entitled under the terms of the armistice signed on
November 11 or that we are in any way entitled to by reason
of our participation in the war. We give nothing, but, to the
contrary, maintain our rights in every particular.

Mr. Speaker, this is the most important plece of eonstruc-
tive legislation presented to the House since the beginning of
the war. It is a business proposition from start to finish.
1t is what the people of the country want, and I doubt whether
there would be a single vote against this resolution when it
comes to final passage if it were not for political reasons, but
I assume that when the vote is taken those who in 1916 adver-
tised so extensively * He has kept us out of war” will now
vote to keep us out of peace.

1t has also been said that by the passage of this resolution
we are now deserting our allles, and the things that our Army
and Navy fought for will go for naught and that we have
made the sacrifices dn vain. Quite the contrary is the fact.

We have spent over $30,000,000,000; we have plunged the
American people into debt; we have allowed 236,000 Ameri-
cans to become crippled and maimed for life; and we have
sucrificed the lives of over 112,000 of the finest and best man-
hood in the country for the purpose of winning the war, for

the purpose of whipping Germany, for the purpose of pre-
serving the civilization of the world, all of which has been
accomplished—and shall we not now have peace, the peace
which America and her sons have fought, bled, and died for?

The enactment of this legislation into law will bring peace.
[Applause. ]

Mr, PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr, ScoarL].

Mr. SCHALL. Mr. Spenker, I am for this resolution of peace
in all the different kinds of language included In the so-called
League of Nations. For its passage will at once bring about
technical peace and will repeal all the obnoxious war laws now
cramping, belittling, and suppressing a peaceful, free, and liberty-
loving people.

Congress declared war; it must therefore have a right to
end it, and the passage of this resolution through both Houses
of Congress will end it, providing our imperial President does not
veto it, and if he does the people will have had it pointed out to
them who is the real obstructor to our prewar condition of peace
and good will toward men. This resolution of peace protects us
in all the advantages we would have secured under the treaty
and relieves us of all entangling alliances that Washington,
Jefferson, Lincoln, Roosevelt, Johnson, and all other American
patriots have warned us against.

The patriots of the Senate have seen fit to Americanize the
treaty, thereby protecting the sovereign power of the people, our
traditions, and liberties. But the President insists that it should
be passed as prepared without the dotting of an “i” or the
crossing of a “t,” which would rob us of the right for which
our fathers and the heroes of the late war have fought and bled
and died.

Every sane man wants to end wars and is in favor of some
sort of arbitration whereby international disputes must bhe
brought for adjudication, but this ill-begotten child called the
League of Nations when seen in its nakedness reveals the begin-
ning of a hideous, leering monster of war made of secret treaties,
intrigues, and lies, and is the antithesis of all that is holy or
ideal.

France is to-day, under the treaty, committing an act of war
against Germany. Were we a member of the league to-day we
would be involved in a dozen or more European wars. What
authority had our President to send our troops to Russia to
protect British bonds? Talk aboui the Constitution! He has
not recognized such an instrument during the war, and would
have entirely forgotten that it existed had he not wanted to
make pretense in the use of it to discharge a faithful servant of
his Cabinet and an American patriot who could not sit calmly
by and see the traditions and liberties of his country hauled into
the mire and make not such bold protests as he could.

It was my vote for the Democratic organization of the House
that upheld the hands of our President at the outset of this war.
My voice and vote stood constantly behind him in the winning of
the war, and I can, I believe, therefore speak the truth without
being accused of partisanship. I am an American first, as my
record in this House will prove, and I care not to what party
any man may have attached himself, when he stands in the
way of what I believe to be the rights of my country, I must, in
being true to myself, with the light God gives me, strike anl
call a spade a spade, regardless of what party he belongs to or
with what confidence the people have honored him. There is
no divine-right-of-kings doctrine in the land of the free and
the home of the brave, where every American is a king. [Ap-
plause. ]

The issue before us to-day is peace versus war, Americanism
versus BEuropeanism, nationalism versus internationalism, de-
mocracy versus imperialism, the common man versus the aristo-
crat, the many versus the privileged few. It is the battle of
the weak with the strong: the battle of the humble cobbler,
carpenter, mechanic, and laborer in general against the minions
of Midas. It is the tiller of the soil against the speculator, gam-
bler, and seeker for riches and glory unearned by the sweat of
the brow. It is Morgan & Co. and his international bankers'
association against the liberties of mankind.

The so-called League of Nations marks the bloody path back
to the jungle of the divine right of kings, from which mankind
through the dark centuries has struggled. The proposed league
js the most colossal trust of imperialism the world has ever
visioned. Through it the sovereign power of the people, who are
beginning to comprehend, is to be stealthily transferred beyond
their reach. But history is the handwriting of God, and the
brave patriots in the Senate have been the instrument with
which He has written that our willful President shall not trade
our birthright for a mess of pottage. [Applause.] They have
fought the greatest moral and intellectual battle of the ages,
They have stood against the President and his falsely created
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public opinion backed by the greatest money organization, with
all its various ramifications, that the world has ever known.
They have stood majestic, like Horatius at the bridge of Rome,
like Leonidas at the pass of Thermopyle, like Ajax defying the
lightning. Their stand will make them famous throughout the
world, and a grateful Nation 'will revere their names as the
saviors of their country. [Applause.]

Our President and our former President, Mr, Taft, undoubtedly
believed, along with the purpose of the Andrew Carnegie fund,
Morgan and his consorts, and their English friends, that the
lion and the lamb should lie down together, but our President
insists that the lamb should be inside the lion. [Laughter.]

Our President, while in Secotland, made a speech in which he
said that he did not think this country was a fit place to die in,
He did not say it in exactly those words, but he sdid he wanted
to be buried in Scotland alongside his grandfather., Following
in the footsteps of Washington! But his toes are where the
heels of 'Washington used to be. As I look down the trail that
he'is retreading, I see the throne of King George. Around it
in blazing letters I read, *“One vote for Canada, one vote for
New Zealand, one for Australia, one for Africa, one for India,
and one for the United States,” just like all the other colonies.
[Applause.] We see our imperial President, not like the kings
of old, with 100 or even 500 men to run before, but with 23,000,
start for Europe to settle the affairs of the world, with his 14
points tucked neatly under his arm. He never brought any of
them back. [Laughter.] He sat down at a table and took a
hand in the game of distributing the spoils. England got one-
third of the faee of the world; Italy,zot her pockets full;
Franee, her lap; and Japan filled her sack. All we got was
prohibition. [Laughter.]

After the spoils of war had been distributed so judiciously
under their former secret treaties, an intricate plan was adopted
which we have come to know as the League of Nations. They
were particularly interested in the part of the decree known as
article 10, which reads that we should proteet their territorial
integrity—loot—and which was explained to 'the President
carefully that this was the erux of the whole situation, and he
must be sure and put this over, and if he did they would make
him president of this supernation. We will just put the word
“integrity ¥ instead of “loot,” and with the help of our power-
ful agencies in America it will get by. If it does not, it will
break the “heart of the world.” A draft of the article having
been completed, our President sends & copy it, with a eoncise
declaration, like Cssar of old. 'But Cwmsar sent his declaration
to the Roman Senate. Our Cesar sent the copy of the league not
to the United States Senate, who was equally joined with him in
responsibility, but to Morgan & Co., who submitted it to their
attorney, Elihu Root, for approval. And, like Cessar, who said
“1 came, I saw, I conquered,” our President, with that nicety of
conception, must have had it, *“I came, I saw, and 1 coneurred.”
[Applause.]

As an American, believing in the traditions and institutions of
my country, I oppose the President in the rape of our Constitu-
tion and liberty, the trade of our independence for a vassalage,
in his so-called League of Nations. And I believe it to be the
duty of every red-blooded American, whether Democrat or Re-
publican, to raise his voice in protest, so the people may know
that by adopting it they will trade their independence for servi-
tude, liberty for slavery, democracy for imperialism.

If the people understood this hideous monster of foreign rule
he is attempting to fasten upon us 75 per cent of them would not
be for this League of Nations. Public men should fearlessly
tear away this rosy veil of peace that has been draped around
this germinator of strife, of dissension, of enmity, and of war
while the mouths of the people have been muzzled by imperial
order, and who still, through his Attorney General, insists upon
a permanent sedition law, which has already passed the Senate,
to continue to close the mouths of the people and their public
servants who might continue to inform them, while he crowds
over this nefarious thing which is to be used to reelect him and
thereby satisfy his insatiable ambition to become the president of
this supernation.

Every mother's son and daughter of the United States should
understand what this league means and set themselves to en-
courage and support the noble patriots in the Senate, who are
standing, and pray God they may econtinue to stand, for the
rights, liberties, independence, and faith of our fathers.

The man twice honored by the eonfidence of the great people
'of this country, having drunk deep of imperialistic power during
the war, is loath to put aside that beverage. In his begrogged
condition he dreams of being president of a supernation. The
average American chafes under deliberation, He will not read
the 263 pages of the peace treaty; nor will he pay attention to
or ponder its meaning. He will hardly endure to ‘follow an ex-

planation and analysis of it. He has been told that the League
of Nations will bring about closer cooperation between nations
and avoid war; that it represents the triumph of right. He has
been led to expect that in it the United States plays a glorious
and unselfish role; that the eyes of the world are upon us; that
in some mysterious way we have been obligated to enter it. He,
moreover, is impatient that the war shall cease, and he will net
tolerate long discussion or analysis, nor any argument or sepa-
ration of the freaty or the league if such separation or argument
shall prolong the state of war.

The American spirit is too often apt to act first and be sorry
after, or perhaps to forget if the being sorry involves too much
discomfort. The obligation is upon everyone to think hard and
clearly what this treaty involves.

In an effort to coerce the Senate into a speedy: acceptance,
without due consideration of the treaty and its rider, the League
of Nations, an arrangement was made that our merchants
could not resume trade relations with Germany till after the
treaty of peace was signed. Whether this was kept by other
countries or not, our merchants best know. It is to be hoped
they will recognize who is the true enemy of American business
and the cause of our not having technieal peace in this cunningly
planned deldy. Not the Senate, who must in duty take time to
welgh and consider this most momentous document in all eur
country’s history.

That another swarm of bees should be loosed about the Sen-
ate’s ears, the President told the wet leaders that as soon as
the treaty was signed he would consider removing war-time
prohibition. It was up to the President to remove this ban, but
he craftily used the delay to align the liguor interests along
with the ministers and the business interests to stampede the
Senate into rapid and ill-considered aection.

The ministers of the gospel who are so strong for peace should
read the treaty. Some churchmen, lured by the bait of aveid-
ing all war, valiantly urge the support of the League of Nations
in the name of religion. They overlook the saerifice involved,
declare with fervent zeal that it is wrong, selfish, and narrow
to ‘think of ourselves, and wrong to refuse to make sacrifices
when, by such a little thing as the loss of the liberty and inde-
pendence and security of the United States, we can be free at
onece and forever of all wars. How much better to maintain
this Christian land as the home of liberty and democracy. It is
hard to think that sensible people can so delude and hypnotize
themselves,

They use the very arguments suggested by England for the
thing England desires. Lord Robert Cecil said:

I gee it suggested in some places that the United States ghould not
accept membership in the League of Nations because. it might involve
some sacrifice of national soverel.sfn . It would be foolish to deny that
if natlons are to make any organization for peace ench of them must be
content to modify to some degree, however shight, its liberty of action.
That is the Inevitable result of cooperation, and I do not wish to under-
rate the sacrifice involved.

What would Lord Robert Cecilesay if the proposition were re-
versed and it was England who stood to lose her power and
place, and who was to be humiliated to a place among the de-
pendent representatives of the United States.

What is article 10? In article 10 the United States, along .
with other members of the league, agrees to respect and pre-
serve, as against external aggression, the territorial integrity
and existing political independence of all members of the league.
We, by agreeing to this, bind ourselves to maintain in per-
petuity the agreements concluded in the present peace treaty,
Just or unjust. And as to external aggression, that internal
aggression which mray be held to threaten or involve external
aggression, may be interpreted by the league to constitute caunse

for our conscripting our youth and sending them into any far-

away land the representatives of the league may see fit, a league
where we have one vote, and Liberia has a vote, and the British
Empire has six votes.

The plan is to make the League of Nations do, justly or un-
justly, what it might take a war to do. Matters not whether
the aggressor be Ireland or Korea or China, struggling to re-
gain or obtain just rights. Our boys will be called upon to
leap to the defense of this present agreement. Is that why they
went across the sea to make the world safe for democracy?
This is not democracy, but a rarely planned imperialism. * Pre-
vent war?” Restitution to the wronged, rbeognition of weak
new. nations, and justice instead of kowtowing to the powerful
might have done so. * Prevent war?” There is in this section
a threat of war in every ripple of unrest from anarchistic Italy,
disturbed Ireland, ravished China, and downtrodden Korea.
And shall the United States leave her position, upheld till now,
as the champion of the oppressed and take her place by the side
of the autoerat and tyrant, to maintain existing political inde-
pendence and territorial integrity?
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The league will not prevent war, but it will prevent speedy
and adequate defense. What do the big four care about peace,
except as it means that their vast acquisitions are preserved to
them intact? And they are careful to arrange to tie us up to
maintain this peace. The immolation of our boys in Iussia is a
foretsste of thé imperial attitude, without constituted authority
which the League of Nations will bring forth. How will the
cheatedd fathers and mothers respond when, after enthusi-
astically embracing this thing which was to end all war, they
are called upon to see their sons set forth indefinitely for the
ends of the earth, o maintain and preserve for the Hedjaz of
Arabia or the Sultan of Zulu his tottering territorial integrity?
To rob a nation of its sovereignty and then expect it fo exercise
that sovereignty is an anomaly. To preserve its sovereignty, a
nation must keep for its own decision all questions of immigra-
tion, of peace and war, of commerce, of the size of its army amnul
navy. To pledge that our Nation shall, at some time in the fu-
ture, 2o to war on some unknown cause is folly. Who can fore-
see what disastrous policy that would commit us to? All wis-
dom will not die with us. The future citizens of America can
be reasonably relied on to act with equity.

Article 21 purports to keep for us our Monroe docirine. But
it does nothing of the kind. After the assertion by the President
on his first return that the wording of the treaty should not be
changed, and that the Monroe doctrine had been transiated in
the league to a mnew idea, extending it to the world, it is
nothing strange that it should not be preserved. The dishonesty
of pretending to do one thing when it does another makes those
who care for America and her interests distrust the whole plan.
No one favoring the spirit of the Monroe doctrine would call it
a treaty of arbitration or a regional understanding to preserve
peace. The Monroe doctrine is bound and delivered over to the
administration of the League of Nations, to the very ones who
all these vears it has been protecting us against, to the tender
mercies of its enemies. A Monroe doctrine extended to the
world is a Monroe doctrine destroyed, wiped off the face of the
eartli. Our one great bulwark of defense needlessly sacrificed,
thrown away, by one too indifferent or too blinded by self-interest
to value it or safeguard it. The British were open in their in-
terpretation of this amendment. They say in their press,
“ Shounld any dispute arise concerning it. the league is there to
gettle it.” Do you want that, you Americans?

Do you want the Monroe doctrine wiped out and the league
substituted to settle, say, a controversy with Japan? Britain,
Japan’s ally, bound in secret treaty to go to war with them, or
vice versa, has six votes to our one. Suppose it was a question
we wanted settled affirmatively, the vote of one member could
block it, and in the assembly, therefore, the vote of Hejaz would
be just as strong as the vote of the United States.

This is not a league of all nations but a league of a few
nations. Not a democracy, but a trust. Membership of new
nations must receive a vote of two-thirds. There is no pro-
vigion as to how the members=are to be elected or how long they
shall serve. They will be in no true sense representatives of the
people, Nor will it be a democracy, for here the power trickles
down from above—a council of nine members. The big five
will control that. The assembly will have 31 members, and 13
others have been invited to join. These 13 do not include Ger-
many, Austria, Turkey, Bulgaria, Ukraine, Jugo-Slavia, Fin-
land, Russia, Luxemburg—two-thirds of Europe—DMexico, Bo-
livia, Arabia, Palestine, or Egypt.

Yet hear what the President himself had to say concerning
foreign entanglements, concentration of power, and secret
treaties:

There are actually men in America who are preaching war, who are
reaching the duty of the United States to do what it never would
hefore—seek cntanglements in the controversies which have arisen on
the other side of the water—abandon its habitnal and traditional
policy, and deliberately engage in the conflict which is now engulfing
the rest of the world. I do not know what the standard of citizenship
of these gentlemen may be. I only know that I for one can not sub-
geribe to those standards. (From a speech by President Wilson at Des
Moines, Iowa, 1914, 9 months after the sinking of the Lusitania and
18 months after the invasion of Belginm.) -

When we resist, therefore—when I, a8 a Democrat, resist—the con-

centration of power, I am resisting the process of death, because con-
centration of power is what always precedes the destruction of human
initintive and therefore of human energy. (From a speech of Woodrow
Wilson in 1812.)
_ The theory of government which T decline to subscribe to is that the
vitality of t{:e nation comes out of the closeted councils where a few
men determine the policy of the country. (President Wilson at Phila-
delphia, 1918.) ;

The President resists any suggestion of a change in his cove-
nant. He admits that the league will mean the sacrifice of
United States sovereignty, but declares “ af whatever cost of
independent action, every government should lend itself to the
new purpose.” He also demolishes the position taken at first by
his would-be backers, that the league will be merely advisory.

It is a hard and fast agreement, no scrap of paper, and Uncle
Sam will be thoroughly bound by it once he sets his mighty fist
thereto. j

The American people for several years have lock stepped along
to a remarkable series of slogans; specious parrot cries, mouth-
filling, that take the place of arguinent, each the accompani-
ment to some national humiliation. First, “ Watchful waiting.”
Next, “ Too proud to fight.” *“ He kept us cut of war.” *Safe
for democracy.” * Pitiless publicity.” Then, as a most tre-
mendous climax to this series of cast skins, preparing the way
for the triumphant march to victory of the League of Nations,
“Promote peace and prevent war.” A phrase acceptable to
every class in the United States. What sane man wants war?
But what prodent sick man is going to swallow every quac
nostrum that is offered because of its bright, alluring promise
of cure?

It was not the act of a friend of peace to represent at the
peace conference that the United States was heart and soul for
a League of Nations as a means to prevent future wars, and to
use the necessity of Europe and our resources as a lever to

‘| foree the nations of Europe to interweave the peace treaty with

the League of Nations. The war-weary world, dying for peace,
had to wait six months that this sleight of hand might be
thoroughly done. And then, when they have accepted it, think-
ing that if the great United States was for it it must be good,
it was not the act of a friend of peace to come back and say it
wonld break the heart of Europe if we did not conform to his
covenant. That is what Abraham Lincoln called lifting your-
self by your own boo{ straps. It was not the act of a friend
of peace to keep the people absolutely in the dark as to develop-
ments except such strained and purposely colored bits as were
allowed to creep out from the council. One interested in Amer-
ica first would have kept them informed of all the interweaving
facts, kept the Senate abreast, so that when it came time to act
they would be prepared, not left to flounder in a mass of new,
unexplained faects, with no sidelights on the motives and interests
back of the various clauses. ;

The President said, * There is no need that I should repor
to you what was done at Paris. You have been daily cognizant
of what was going on there. The cross currents must have been
evident to you." It reminds us of his imploring the Senate not
to discuss the peace treaty and the League of Nations till
his return, when the first thing he announced was the time for
discussion was past. And yet, without time for discussion,
never furnished with complete files, in the dark as to secret
agreements, with several conflicting explanations and -hasty
deninls on vital points, the Senate was expected to swallow,
without reservation or amendment, the whole ill-constructed
mess. :

No considerations of a future war should have been allowed
to hold up the peace in the present war. The treaty should
have been ratified at once, and separately. Then the League
of Nations could have been considered at leisure. There is no
provision in the Constitution of the United States for either
the DPresident or the Senate to subject the people to such
domination as that of the League of Nations. Let the light
in on it. Let the people know, and let the people then decide.
I don’t believe the Senate and the President should bind on our
backs this infamous proposition without hearing from the
people. If, like Esau, they are so hungry, so craven, have such
appetite for bodily comfort and soft-handed personal ease as to
trade their birthright for a mess of pottage, that they must have
a meal now, all right. The voice of the people is the voice of God,
and it must be His will that we shall be so commingled that the
seeds of dissension sown will bring about the battle of all
nations, the Armageddon, that shall sweep away all dross amd
bring the thousand years of peace.

The advocates of the new idea have managed to create a
propaganda that patriotism is no longer the fashion, some-
thing to be ashamed of, an old-fashioned sentiment. It puts
me in mind of something I read just before the war broke out
that crashed like an unholy thing upon my consciousness, a
ripple of thought brought about by foreign propaganda, that
subsidized our free speech, our lecture platforms, our pulpits,
and chairs in colleges and universities, so that a university pro-
fessor was emboldened to say, “ The flag and patriotism are an
illusion.” It was this tendency that caused Theodore Roose-
velt to charge that the moral fiber of Americans was relaxing,
The flabby arguments of the pacifists, appealing to the gross
and selfish, the cowardly and self-seeking, was making fat oxen
of our citizens. The conscientious objectors, the I. W. W.'s,
pacifists, and pro-Germans hid their heads under the drastic laws
of war time, but now they are noisily at it again. Are people so
blinded by a promise that a set of agreements will avoid all war
that they are content to put their heads in the sand and refuse
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to consider a document that blasts the foundation stones of our
Nation, so well laid by our wise and clear-visioned forefathers;
indifferent to the sacrifice of principles that our fathers were
not too proud to fight and die for, flinging away with profligate
unthinking our inheritance?

This is no new hope—this plan of alliance of nations, un-
selfish in aim, to. protect the weak from aggressions of the
strong. Such a league has been dreamed of and previsioned
ever since a thousand years ago. The hope of the brotherhood
of man is an ideal that can be relied on to kindle dreams and
expand the hearts of everyone. But it is an unpatriotic act to

trade upon such a hope with false promises, to juggle with

words that conceal instead of reveal purposes, to promise with-
out fulfillment.

We are bidden to forego national pride, consideration for our
country, our ideals as a Nation, the fulfillment of our glorious
destiny, or we are, forsooth, selfish and narrow of vision. Can
this be the end of our mission? Are we to tread the path of
nonresistance to oblivion, this great and glorious country, the
hope of the world, the vision of the oppressed people of all
lands, the promised land, set apart, purified, made a haven by
special preparation, its people free and untrammeled, kings
every one, who never have bowed the knee or bent the neck to
any conqueror? Are we to go under the yoke? We were
not defeated. For what, then? For coming to the aid of
warring nations when they were licked, when they had their
backs to the wall, and surrender was a question of weeks?
They could not win; they called valiantly for help. We went
and won in six months with a cost of 150,000 killed and
$57,000,000,000—they had been fighting for three years and a
half. And for that we shall be penalized.

If America is bound to mix in European affairs, Europe is
bound to return the compliment; but why does our lending aid
in this war tie us up to the troubles of Europe ad infinitum?
How are we tied to the quarrels of the future in which we have
no interest? If the League of Nations becomes a power the
United States will give over ifs command to a council of men
outside the country and receive orders from them. This is a
condition of the league not possible to falsify or blink or evade.

The United States is, far deeper than President Wilson means,
the hope of the world The bank of the world. The meat and
drink of the world: But all the work that is set for the United
States to accomplish can be done more efficiently, in a more
businesslike way, more equitably, if we retain our independence
and do not put our heads in a noose.

Democracy is threatened. The constitutional form of gov-
ernment is in danger. The process of reducing Congress to a
rubber stamp was successfully carried out during the war, when
the P’resident was given powers as absolute as a czar, and pa-
triotism held criticism dumb. Internationalism, which is being
offered us as a substitute for Americanism and patriotism, is
death to American liberty and independence. It is the same
thing that the I. W. W.'s believe in; the same doctrine as that
of the Bolshevists, only it is reversed to fit the autocrat. To
link our fate so closely to the fate of nations everywhere will
destroy us as a free people. It is not jingoism to assert that
we are different from the nations and peoples of all the rest of
the world. We have been accustomed so long to bear the
supercilious condescension and assumption of superiority of the
rest of the world that it comes as a shock almost to find that
we are broader minded, more honest, more sincere, and our
ideals are genuine and lofty. We can not mix milk and mud
and have anything but mud. Europe is a hundred years behind
America, It does not know what liberty is. There is no such
thing as disinterest or unselfishness in their claims or dealings
with other nations.

Human nature has not chnnged much in the war. Except for
the boy who has been through the Golgotha of the trenches,
there has not been that general spiritual ennobling that some
were looking for. There is not any royal or vicarious road to
the millennium when you have to build on the same old crotchets
and the same, or vaster, selfishness, Ask the returned soldier
whether he found any brotherly love in England or France, or
anywhere else. The peoples of Europe have been so scarred by
war that they are fearful, suspicious, vengeful, full of hate.
They have lost the warmth of feeling, the impulse toward sym-
pathy they had even at the time of the armistice. They are in-
capable of thinking honestly or fairly. They should not be
allowed to tie our hands and clip our wings,

We must follow our own judgment, act according fo our ideals,
or the world will sink back into the old war-breedinig welter of
grasping selfishness. One fact America must admit, that there
has been a good deal of halo draped around our noble allies.
Anyone who visits Europe is struck by the sordid selfishness, the
smallaminded intrigue, the devious deceit, the self-seeking, the

greed for America’s money, not even veiled, touched even with
a peremptoriness and impatience of our slowness. They look
upon us, thé only solvent, going Nation in the world, as in duty
bound to assume their burdens and 1ift them along. ;

It would come with a little better flavor if we could have the
privilege of giving our aid, instead of having it forced from
us at the point of a pistol. America can work best for humanity
as a free agent. She has never proved niggardly of her sons or
of her treasure. At least, she should have the privilege of dis-
pensing her aid in accordance with her own judgment.

Not one act of generous impulse or unselfish idealism was per-
formed by a single one of the Huropean nalions at the peace
table, They were only concerned with getting all they could,
with yielding as little as they could. - The fact that the United
States did not join in the mad scramble was a matter for con-
tempt not of admiration, only confirming them in the idea that
we were a nation of easy marks. The United States is the
only one who makes sacrifices and gets nothing. Europe makes
no sacrifice under the league and gets everything. We have
not a friend in all Europe. Six months of clawing, irritating
meddling have served to turn from us every nation in the world.
The British are bitter because we undertook to keep the in-
terned ships which sought our ports. They said it was only be-
cause of the English Navy that they were forced to seek our
shores, and we were, hence, not entitled to them.

The House of Commons broke into a roar of Homeric laughter
at the mention of the proposed League of Nations. They be-
trayed then what they have so long concealed, that our Presi-
dent was duped by their seeming agreement to his hobby into
granting them the basis which will make of them the mightiest
nation in the world. What need they care, when they were
assured of their command of the seas, their losses fully under-
written, their contrel of the future league made certain by
six votes to our one, vast increases to territory, a wonderful
succession of diplomatic victories, and in return only a promise
to sign the League of Nations agreement.

Bewildered by his view from the high mountain, che Presi-
dent has let himself become the cat's-paw for England and for
Japan. He has allowed himself to enter upon the very thing
he assured us the League of Nations made unnecessary—an
alliance of nations for war. The great powers of Europe refuse
to trust their own safety to the league. England does not rely
on it, but retains her control of the seas. Italy does not rely
upon the league, but insists upon the rectification and strong
fortification of her frontier.. France has her league against
war within the league, These stand to the respective nations
for their Monroe doctrine. Why are they not as well protected
by the league as we are given to believe the United States is?
Why confess at the outset that ‘the League of Nations is an un-
sueeessful theory if it will not hold, even before attack, without
internal braeing?

The President said, *There can be no alliances or special
understandings within the general or common family of the
league.” And yet the whole fabric of these secret understand-
ings have been worked out in the peace treaty, and so inter-
woven with the League of Nations that the President says they
can not be separated.

Last April it was flatly denied from the White House, by the
President’s secretary, that the President had made any such
alliance as the agreement with France. But when the treaty
comes out there it is, the fact of such a promise having been
given; another trade to get a vote for his hobby. But it did not
make the French our friends. Our soldiers noticed a change
creep over the spirit of their dreams before they left France.
Recently one of their statesmen blamed the United States for
the cloud between France and Italy. It was not through any
lack of demand of France that we were not burdened with the
great European war debt, for the French proposed that the
belligerents pay according to population ; next as to wealth. So
they would get us either way.

When I was in Paris, time after time Frenchmen broached
the suggestion to me that I personially ask our President on
my return to make a public statement that after the war half
of our merchant marine, then built or to be built, would be
turned over to France. It would make for better feeling, they
said. And with what distress and alarm they viewed our
work on their inadequate and old-time harbors, made necessary
by their incapability of handling our troops going to their relief.
They feared we had an interested eye, looking to the future of
our comimerce.

Japan clearly shows her intention to anyone who is not asleep
of trying to deceive the rest of us. Any change in her Shan-
tung steal and she would not sign, and shook aloft her still
unsettled racial-equality clause, the clause that was defeated,
not by the vote of our President, as you would suppose, but
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by the vote of the Australian premier, who was desirous of keep-
ing Australia still a white man's eountry. And then can anyone
in honesty declare that Japan has any intention of releasing
Shantung, now or ever?

The apologists for this monstrous deed say that Japan will
‘ right the wrong. They leave it to the cat who ate the canary
to make it right with the canary.

All decisions must be unanimeous, so what chance will any
oppressed nation in the future have as against its oppressors?
What chance will we have on our race-equality difference with
. Japan? Her contrary vote will balance ours, What chance
will China have when always Japan’s negation stands between
her and her rights? Mr. Taft asks why we did not object to
Germany's act when it was committed. We were not in the
business of world meddling then, whatever might have been our
opinion. But now he asks us to condone—to be a party to—this
act. It was wrong then; it is wrong now.

Japan is a skillful, watchful waiter. In due time, when the
League of Nations shall be a going conecern, she will call up
the matter of our immigration laws. Her vanity, smoldering
so long under what she fancies is humiliation, will feed fat the
ancient grudge she bears us. We will hasten to give our noble
ally everything she asks just to keep out of trouble, as has been
our policy all along through the Taft and Wilson administra-
tions. Nothing is really worth fighting for if it is American
seems to be their motive, as illustrated by the'surrender of free
tolls to our coastwise trade through the Panama Canal

We went to war avowedly to destroy militarism. We fought
not for territory nor for reprisals. We did not gain anything
hy entering the conflict. All well and good; but instead of
standing fast for the principles he himself had enunciated, our
President admits that he was responsible for yielding up Shan-
tung to Japan; for the stripping from China of vast territory
and millions of subjects, in flat opposition to his high-sounding
doctrine of self-determination. Two hundred thousand Chinese
laid down their lives during the war, from this very district of
Shantung, and now their reward is that by an ally, a friend
from time immemorial, the yoke they were fighting to remove
is bolted the harder on the necks of their fathers, mothers,
brothers, and sisters.

Here is the basis of a militaristic and imperialistic menace
that we shall have to thank our own President for, an Ameri-
can, supposedly representing America and safeguarding her
rights.

It is a victory for Japanese diplomatic strategy. It confirms
their rapacious predatory attitude toward both China and Rus-
sia. It will turn the Chinese, who have looked on us as friends,
into enemies. China’s fate in the matter of Shantung was de-
cided by the big five, of whem four, Great Britain, France,
Italy, and Japan, had secret agreements. The only chance was
for President Wilson to hold out. His contrary vote would
have disposed of the matter, But he did not do it.

He gave away one ideal after another, one right after another,
in his futile chase after a will-o’-the-wisp.

Trading, compromising. Fine phrases, with no intellectual
honesty back of them, Oh, for a good stiff-spined American
patriot; oh, for a Roosevelt or a Johnson at the peace table.
We had every advantage. We needed not to creep and crawl
in order to have our ideals made into perpetual world law.
We had what Furope had to have. They had nothing we
needed. We won their war. But in a short while, the astute,
Machiavelian old world had won the mastery. It was a
humiliation. All the world laughs at the matching of minds
of the dreamer, while it sneers at an easy victory.

Where is the freedom of the seas we heard so much about?
Self-determination? The rights of small peoples? Where any
shadow or substance of the peace for all the world in this great
combination of the mighty to “respect and maintain
territorial integrity ”? To continue into perpetuity wicked and
unjust aggression and conquest. It is the most imperialistic
plan ever conceived. A world empire.

We are expected to safeguard the same old wrongs, the same
old injustices, the same old plunderings and greed and selfish-
ness that have made all the causes for war in the past. Why
will the League of Nations preserve peace and prevent war?
Because the United States will preserve France and England
and Japan and Italy in their aggressions.

Should the United States be complaisant toward this hideous
thing, which England views with amusement, France with im-
patience, Japan with an inscrutable reserve, China with despair,
Italy with hatred, while the *“small nations,” made mock of,
and treated, as ever, like pawns, stand utterly bewildered at
illugions lost and hopes flouted?

We have been duped into underwriting a peace so unjust
and vicious that without our aid it could not persist, but

would soon break up in war, We have entangled ourselves in
prospect in every little European squabble, regardless of its
merits or interests.

Whatever troubles arise over there, we have the burden of
maintaining the balance of power. If the rights of China and
Korea are done to death, in secret, even before the League of
Nationg, meets, when the diplomats of the craft are on their
good behavlor, what will happen when a few men meet in
secret to parcel out the world? What has there been in the
past 17 months to eomfort the hope of the small nations?
Strong nations have been made stronger. Grabbing right and
left has been the order of the day. Even a great and generous
ally has been bound and gagged, lest peradventure she prove
dangerous in the future.

We have no place among such expert diplomats. We have
not been trained in *ways that are dark and tricks that are
vain.,” Our place should be this side the water, minding our
own. business,

We have become a world power. Circumstances have made
us so. But our position is not one of dependence on that
account, We are powerful, independent, as we are; able to
do for needy peoples Letter and more successfully just in pro-
portion to that power and independence. Why must we de-
scend to the level of the bankrupt and crafty, the caste-ridden
conntries of Europe? The intrigue, the deceit, the secret
agreements, that have entangled us in their meshes already,
before the League of Nations is even well under way, show
what is before us.

‘We ean not marry Europe, Asia, and the Hejaz of Armenia
to reform them. It would the rather be a union “ with a clown,
the grossness of whose spirit would have weight to drag us
down." Because the submarine has undermined the safety
of right little, tight little island empires, because modern
warfare leaps, Remus-like, over all fortifications, is no argun-
ment that we should abandon our commanding position in
order to be of service. We are strong, with the strength of a
clear-thinking, high-purposed race. We can never sit around
the gambling table with the hairsplitting, jealons diplomats
of the old school. Brotherhood of man! What does it mean,
and what voice has it had in the present negotiations for
peace?

If a national spirit breeds wars, ag advocates of the league
claim, there is plenty of evidence that such spirit remains
in the other countries, and it will be time enough for us to
begin the brotherhood of man when there is some sign of its
being practiced instead of so generally preached.

Somebody has nationalism mixed up with Kaiserism. But
nationalism in America means America first, just as, reduced
to its lowest terms, it means family first. Theodore Roose-
velt said, * The best man in the community is the man who
thinks of his family first.” Rip Van Winkle was one of your
good fellows, glad to muddle in everyone's quarrels, but not
a high type of citizen at that. There are men a plenty to
whom other men’s wives look just as good as their own,
They are not so narrow and selfish and pygmy-minded and
old-fashioned as to love their own wives best. International-
ism savors of free love. It lacks the stern morality dear to
the hearts of patriots who fashion their hopes and beliefs
after the men of our country’s elder days.

Do we want our morals to be controlled by Japan, with her
geishas and her picture brides and her open and wanton and
unabashed laxness of living? When we consider that our
lives are to be regulated by a majority of nations whose
populations are scarce civilized and illiterate to the last de-
gree, we can not hope that our ideals will be the ones to sur-
vive in all their purity.

For East iz East, and West 1s West,
And never the twain shall meet.

Frenchmen will be Frenchmen, Britons British, and Yankees
Yanks in spite of all efforts to internationalize them. You
can not have a supernation till you destroy the differences
that have cleft the nations asunder since the Tower of Babel.
[Applause.]

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Colorado [Mr. VAL].

Mr. VAILE. Mr. Speaker, we have had a good many kinds
of protests against this resolution, and have even had one
from' the maternity ward, presented by the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. Goopwix]; but the protests all seem to be based
on the theory that we are attempting to embarrass the admin-
istration and the President. People.do not generally protest
against attempts unless they are likely to be successful. The
things that people protest against are conditions existing, or

imminent facts which they want to change.
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Now, our Democratic friends assure us that this resolution
will never become law because the President will veto it. Un-
doubtedly he will do so. Nevertheless, the protest of the minor-
ity increases hourly. They complain against this as an attempt
to embarrass the administration. The whole course of this
debate shows that the real ground of their complaint is not
the attempt to embarrass. It is the existing fact of the em-
barrassment. The facts are now embarrassing to the President
and fo the minority, and they are daily becoming more so with
the approach of the election, These embarrassing facts are
that the American people want a definite, official, technical
termination of the war: that the President has had the daily
opportunity since last October to effect such a termination
with the consent of two-thirds of the Senate; that he has
declined to comply with the wishes of the American people
because he could not do so and still carry out his own theory
of internationnlism; and that when this resolution is presented
to him he will be obliged once again to meet the alternative
of complying with the wishes of the American people or of
insisting upon his own, and that he will do the latter.

Yesterday the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Caxtriri],
standing on the floor of the House, made a tearful speech to
his distriet in which he denounced the Republican side of the
House for its alleged cruelty and callousness in applauding the
remarks of a Republican Representative who referred to the
President’s sickness. This was quite different, he said, from
the gxceptionally generous and chivalrous conduct of the Ken-
tucky General Assembly in regreiting the assassination of
President McKinley.

There is a kind of political pathology involved in such an
argument. I can assure my friend that we all want the Presi-
dent to get well. We sincerely hope that his recovery may be
complete. We hope it will be an actual recovery, sufficient to
enable him to be the candidate of his party for reelection,
We would much rather have him the Democratic candidate
than, for example, our present colleague, that seasoned states-
man, the gentleman from Missouri, whom we know to be not
only wise but sensible, even if he is not always right—even
if he is now mistaken as to the side George Washington would
take.

Now, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Masox], in the speech
which my friend from Kentucky se severely criticized, was
speaking of a man who was not by any means lying upon his
death bed, but who was at least well enough to summarily
dismiss a member of his Cabinet who had attempted to carry
on a part of the country’'s necessary business during his ill-
ness ; well enough to hold most of his party in the Senate in
line against the wishes of the people of the United States;
well enough at this moment to whip the minority of this
House to vote against peace and against their own convictions.

The gentleman from Illinois, as we all know, is one of the
kindliest and gentlest characters in the House. He could not
possibly derive pleasure from the suffering of any other man.
Surely it was not a breach of propriety for him to say of a man
who is now probably almest well that he got sick when his
arguments were shown to be fallacious by the facts of current
history.

Gentlemen of the minority, it is facts which are your em-
barrassment to-day.

The real fact is that the gentleman from Illineis offended
not by saying that the President had been sick, but by pointing
out that the Democratic Party is now sick., My friends, there
is one way for your party to get well, and that is to get back
in harmony with the American people. The American people
are tired of this deadlock on a declaration of peace. They
know that the fault is yours. We are now giving you Demo-
crats an opportunity fo get back your party health by disown-
ing the fault and voting for this resolution. If you do not do
s0 your recovery at all is extremely doubtful. [Applause on
the Itepublican side.]

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. STEENERSON].

Mr, STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, in opposition to this reso-
lation it is contended that Congress has no power to declare
peace and that section 1 of the resolution is therefore vold on
its face. It is pointed out that this is a Government of separate
powers, and that the treaty-making power being vested in the

President and the Senate, they possess exclusive power to end

war. I submit that this argument is based upon an erroneous
assumption of what the separation of powers in the Consti-
tufion means. It does not mean that the President and Con-
gress together can not accomplish what the President and the
Senate alone can do., The fallacy of the argument is based
upon the error that one part of the Covernment is greater
than the whole. The Constitution gives to Congress the power

~without expressly making

to declare war, yet the practice has been in every instance that
declarations of war have been in the form of acts of Congress
signed by the President. No one has suggested that the declara-
tions of war were unconstitutional because in the form of an
act of Congress signed by the President. On its face this reso-
lution does not contemplate that Congress act alone. The
presumption is that this, like every other joint resolution, will
pass both Houses and will be submitted to the President. We
have no right to assume that the President will veto it, Has
anyone got the hardihoed to say that if this resolution passes
both Houses and is signed by the President that it will be un-
constitntional, forzooth, because the President alone, with the
concurrence of two-thirds of the Senate, by treaty could de-
fermine the state of war? The opposition, therefore, must be
based upon the theory that the President will veto this resolu-
tion and that if it is passed over the veto then it will be un-
constitutional. That would be an argument against passing
the resolution over the veto of the President, but it is not an
argument now, for we have the right to assume that the Presi-
dent will sign it. For certainly what the President can do
alone, Congress and the President can do jointly.

The first section of this resolution is as follows:

Regolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the Umited
States of America in Congress assembled, That the state of war declared
to exist between the Imperial German Government and the United
States by the djﬂint resolution of Cougress approved April 6, 1017, is
hereby declared at an end.

Section 2 provides that this declaration shall terminate all
resolutions, and so forth, and all war powers of the different
statutes enacted during the war. .

Section 3 provides that Germany shall have 45 days after the
passage of the resolution in which to notify the President that
it accepts its terms and waives and renounces on behalf of
itself and its nationals all claims or demands against the United
States or its nationals that it or they would not have had the
right to assert had the United States ratified the treaty of Ver-
sailles. In case of such notice commercial relations are to be
resutned.

Section 4 provides penalties for violations of the ferms of the
resolution as to trading with the enemy.

Section 5 provides that the passage of the resolution shall not
be construed as a waiver of any rights under the armistice
signed November 11, 1918,

The writers on international law are agreed that there are
three ways of terminating war between belligerents, as follows:

First, by a treaty of peace: second, by the conquest and subjugation
of one of the beliigerents by the other; third, by the mere cessation of

hostilities so long continued that it is evident that there is no inten-
tion of resuming them,

“War may be terminated in three different ways: Belligerents may
(1) abstain from further acts of war and glide into peaceful relations
eace through a special treaty, or (2) belliger-
ents may formally establish the condition of peace through a special
treaty of peace, or (3) a belligerent may end the war through subjuga-
tion of his adversary.” (Oppenheim, International Law, vol. 2, p. 322.)

“There are three ways of tormiuatinf hostilities between States,
namely, (1) by a mere cessation of hostilities of both sles, without
any definite understanding supervening; (2) by the conquest aml sob-
ilugaliou of one of the contending parties by the other so that the former
s reduced to impotence and submission; (3) by a mutual arrangement
omboclhlnd in a treaty of peace whether the honors of war be equal or
unequal.

* Under the first mode the relationships between the parties remain in
a condition of uncertainty, and, owing to the numerous difficulties in-
volved, combatant States have very seldom resorted to this method of
withdrawing from the war without arriving at some definite and in-
%_elllgible- c_!e;:islon"' (Phillipson, Termination of War and Treaties of

cace, p. 3.

“1It is eertain that a condition of war can be raised without an an-
thoritative declaration of war, and, on the other hand, the situation of
peace may be restored by the long suspension of hostilities without a
treaty of peace being made. History is full of such occurrences. What
period of suspension of war is necessary to justify the presumption of
the restoration of peace has never yet been settled, and must in every
cage be determined with reference to collateral facts and circumstances.”
(Mr. Seward, Secretary of State, July 22, 1868, Dip. Cor., 1868, vol. 2,
Pp. 32 to 34, cited Moore's International Law, vol. 7, p. 336.)

It is undisputed that war can begin without a declaration of
war. A declaration of war mhy precede or follow actnal hos-
tilities. Where it follows, it simply declares that a state of
war exists. This was the form adopted in the present case as
well as in the Spanish War. In that case the declaration was
passed April 25 and war was declared to exist then, and to have
existed from April 21. The convention adopted at The Hague
conference in 1907 provides that hostilities * must not com-
mence without a previous and explicit warning in the form of a
declaration of war.” 3

I said that the argument that this was an infringement of the
treaty-making powers would be good, if true, on the guestion
of passing the resolution over the veto. But we contend that
this resolution is not in faet a treaty, and that therefore it does
not violate the prerogative of the President and Senate., The
treaty of Versailles is not dead. It can be sent back at any time
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and be ratified. This resolution does not prevent that. The
only thing that stands in the way of ratification is the deadloek
between the President and the Sgnate on the covenant of the
League of Nations. If the President would agree to the Senate
reservation on article 10 ratification would instantly follow and
peace by treaty be an accomplished faet. What is that reserva-
tion? Here it is:

“Reservation No. 2. The United States assumes no obligation
to preserve the territorial integrity or political independence of
any other country or to interfere in controversies between na-
tions—whether members 6f the league or not—under the provi-
sions of article 10, or to employ the military or naval forees of
the United States under any article of the treaty for any pur-
pose, unless in any particular:case the Congress, which under
the Constitution has the sole power to declare war or authorize
the employment of the military or naval forces of the United
States, shall by act or joint resolution so provide.”

It will be observed that the only thing this does is to preserve
the power of Congress to declare war. Should we surrender that
power so that our boys could be sent to fight in foreign lands
without our consent? Is it asking too much that before this is
done the elected Representatives of the people in Congress as-
sembled shall consent? To do otherwise would be a contradie-
tion of the very idea of a government of, by, and for the people, a
clear violation of our fundamental law and a craven surrender
of our independence to foreigners. When the peace of the world
was ruthlessly broken and the very existence of free popular
government was threatened, Amerieca without treaty obligations,
but because of a high sense of duty to civilization and the world,
entered the war as the champion of liberty and right, and by

reason of her power and the bravery and gallantry of her sons,.
many of whom are buried on the ficlds of Franee, brought it to a

successful conelusion.

Should a similar occasion arise, Ameriea will not be found
wanting,

I have long advoeated international arbitration as a substitute
for war. I joined the American group for international arbitra-
tion when: I first eame to:Congress 17 years ago. I have sought
to further the cause for which it stands. I believe that the
League of Nations ean be so perfected as to be an aid to peace
in the future, but I do not believe it is necessary to surrender our
independence or our birthright to get such an organization
established.

I believe the Lodge reservations sufficiently Americanize the
covenant and protect our fundamental rights as a free people,
and that with these reservations the peace treaty should be
ratified. I believe it eventually will be so ratified, either in this
or a subsequent administration. Pending such a result we
should pass this resolution. The people demand it and are en-
titled to it. In the language of Gen, Grant, * Let us have peace,”
[Applause.] . .

Mr. PORTER. I yield to the gentleman
shire [Mr. BURROUGHS].

Mr. BURROUGHS. DMr. Speaker, if I thought that the pas-
sage of this resolution would prevent or hinder the resubmission
and ratification of the peace treaty, I would vote against it. I
have favored and still favor the peace treaty containing the
League of Nations covenant and wish to see it ratified—of
course, with suitable reservations that shall fully and effectively
protect all Ameriean rights and interests. Such proteetion, in
my judgment, is afforded by the so-ealled Lodge reservations.
With those reservations, my understanding is that the treaty
might be ratified to-morrow; without them, it has long been
apparent that it ean not be ratified at all

The passage of this resolution by Congress will not prevent
the resubmission of the treaty., It will not, in my judgment,
interfere in the slightest degree with its ratification by the Sen-
ate. There is one thing, and one thing only, that prevents such
resubmission and ratification to-day. That thing is the will of
the President. He says: “Take the treaty as it is.” He says:
“The Senate reservations are unsatisfactory.” Having returned
from Paris and experience with the German envoys, he seems to
say to the Senators, “ Sign on the dotted line.” Thereupon his
followers in the Senate prompily vote against the resolution of
ratification embodying protective reservations, and the necessary
two-thirds vote is not secured. In other words, he declines to
take the “advice” which the Senate in the performance of its
duty under the Constitution has on two separate occasions been
willing to offer him, It must be his way or no way; it must be
his treaty or no ireaty.

Now, grant, if you please, that some of the proposed reservao-
tions are unnecessary, what of it? Every one of them seems to
be in the interest of an independent and self-respecting America.

from New Hamp-

No one of them militates in the slightest degree against the

-

principle of the League of Nations. No one of them is objected
to by the nations associated with us in the war. Every one of
them has been aceepted by the friends of the leagne. Why,
then, should the President himself object to them? Why delay
the coming of peace; why postpone through weary, anxious
months the resumption of normal business relations between
men and nations? No good reason has been thus far suggested,
and certainly none is pereeived.

Of course, the President may have good reasons for not ae-
cepting the “adviee™ of the Senate. Some people do not need
advice. They know it all in the first place. Maecauley, you will
remember, tells us of the eminent gentleman he has seen “ come
down with messages from God to the House of Commons.” It
would seem that the type has been known before. However, so
far as the American people are concerned, the evidences are
multiplying every day that they are about to indicate in unmis-
takable fashion that their experience with this type has been
quite sufficient.

As a matter of fact, Mr. Speaker, the war is over, and has
been over for a year and a half, and yet legally and technically
we are not yet at peace. The unfortunate controversy between
the President and the Senate concerning the peace treaty has
thus far prevented peace and kept us in a state of technieal war
leng after the fighting is over. Our people are anxious to see
the state of war ended; they want to see the autoeratic power
of the President ended; they want to see normal trade relations
resumed ; they want to see peace come again in Iaw as well as
in fact. The resolution under consideration looks to that end.
It would recognize in law what the whole world knows is true
as a matter of fact.

A treaty between this couniry and Germany woeuld be the
usual, normal, and perhaps the best method of bringing this
about. Baut it is not the only way by which it can he done. The
method proposged in the pending resolution is another way, even
though it may not be so desirable a way. I do not say that the
resolution under consideration is the best means of bringing
about a state of peace, but I do say it is the best means now
within our power. I do say it is the only means at all likely to
be within our power before the 4th of next March.

But we are told, and the argument is pressed with great in-
sistence, that Congress has no power to pass this resolution.
Again and again we have been told in this debate that the Presi-
dent alone has power under the Constitution to emd war. I do
net believe this -position is well taken, nor do I believe that the
argument supporting it is sound.

Before going into that question, permit me to say, Mr. Speaker,
that this is not the first time that the Republican Party has been
forced to meet such a challenge. Sixty years ago, at its very

.birth as a party, it was cenfronted with a similar situation.

Then, as now, the welfare, if not, indeed, the safety and perma-
nence, of the Government of the United States was in peril
Then, as now, it was said we had no power to meet the crisis,
Then, as now, a Demoeratie President; obsessed with his theories,
sat in the White House and said that Congress conld do nothing,
Then, as now, the Demoeratic Party took the pesition that we
were in a “blind alley " and there was no way out. But Abra-
ham Lincoln and the Republican Party found a way out. The
Nation was saved and the “ indestruetible Union of indestruetible
States” was securely established.

1 say to my friends on the Democratic side of the House, what-
ever sins of omission or commission you may charge against us,
you can not truthfully say that from that day to this the in-
famous doctrine of impotence has ever for a single minute been
a part of the platform, the policy, or the practice of the Repub-
lican Party.

gress has ample power to pass this resolution. It is found
in its powers “to deeclare war,” o raise and support armies,”
“to provide and maintain a navy,” “ to make rules for the gov-
ernment and regulation of the land and naval forees,” and “ to
provide for the common defense and general welfare of the
United States.” There seems to be no limit to the power of Con-
gress in the premises.

Consider for a moment what would be the result of a different
interpretation. Suppeose there is a disagreement between Con-
gress and the President as to the wisdom of continuing a war.
Can it be said that the President has power to continue the war
against the will of Congress? Or, on the other hand, suppose
the President should enter into negotiations with the enemy to
terminate the war which Congress did not wish fto terminate,
Will anybody say that such an effort on his part could by any
possibility be successful? Surely nof. It is the will of Congress
that controls. The sword and the Eu-rse alike are in the hands
of Congress and both are indispensable in the prosecution of war.
To be sure, when war comes, Congress hands the sword to the
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President, but the Congress that gives can take back the sword
whenever it wills. Congress and Congress alone determines
whether our policy shall be one of peace or one of war.

As there may be war without a declaration of war, so there
may be peace without a treaty of peace. Always there is a clear
distinction between the fact of peace and the terms of peace. I
gay that the fact of peace now exists, and Congress, under its
_ war powers and the general welfare and national-defense clause

of the Constitution, may so declare. That is what we are trylng
to do by this resolution. But the terms of peace, except as they
may be made conditions upon the right to resume commercial
relations—these fall clearly within the treaty-making powers of
the President and the Senate.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the people of this country are heartily
tired of this disgraceful policy of “ watchful waiting™; this
pitiful display of “peanut politics,” wherever exhibited, in a
matter of such transeendent importance, of such vital and far-
reaching concern to all our interests. While the President sulks
in the White House, willing to make concessions at Paris, but
apparently too proud to make concessions in the interests of
the independent sovereignty of his own country, our people look
to Congress for intélligent action. In this time of profound
upheaval throughout the world, when loud and angry voices are
heard on every hand, urging the overthrow of cherished institu-
tions that it has taken us centuries to build, they turn their eyes
hitherward in the hope and confident expectation that the domi-
nant party in Congress—the party of Lincoln and Grant and
MeKinley and Roosevelt—will at least do its part to put an end
to this bastard régime under which we have lived for 17 months
and bring us again into the paths of peace.

T believe that we will meet and fulfill that expectation. I be-
lieve that we will not betray that trust. I believe that we will
pass this resolution to-day. We have the constitutional right to
do it. We have the moral right to do it. Thank God, we have
the votes to do it, and it shall be done. [Applause.]

Eer. ]PORTER. I yield to the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.

ANS].

Mr, EVANS of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, I desire to prefer a
unanimous-consent request first. I ask unanimous consent to
incorporate in my remarks a letter from a gentleman in Nebraska
?jn the situation as disclosed by the acts of the administra-

on.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Nebraska
asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks by incorporating
a letter written to him by a gentlemran in Nebraska. Is there
objection?

. Mr. BEE. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, is this
gentleman from Nebraska a private citizen?

Mr. EVANS of Nebraska. He is a private citizen and a mem-
b;ag ;Jf the gentleman's party. [Laughter on tlie Republican
side.

Mr. BEE. Mr. Speaker, I object.

Mr. MASON. - Mr. Speaker, a point of order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. MASON, The gentleman does not have to have unn.nl-
mous consent for an extension of remarks,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair understood the re-
quest granted for unanimous consent yesterday was that it
should not be matter other than a person's own remarks or
suitable gquotations.

Mr. MASON. Were the words “suitable quotations™ wused
there?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That was the understanding of
the request as the Chair understood it, that gentlemen were al-
Jowed to make quotations but not to extend letters or editorials
or other matters besides that.

Mr. HEVANS of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the
House, governments are organized with a view to a long exist-
ence—if it may be—to be perpetual. Our Constitution was
framed to aid in making our Government perpetual. Though it
provides the machinery by which the Government functions, the
perfection of this functioning will determine how long our Gov-
ernment will exist. If the Constitution receives a narrow con-
struction and ceases to be flexible, does not have a compre-
hensive and liberal interprefation, it fails and governmental
decay has begun.

With the purpese of the Constitution in mind each provision
ghould be liberally construed to accomplish the desired result
and achieve the end sought. When the general welfare of the
Nation suggests that peace be brought about—and peace with
honor is always a consummation devoutly to be wished—that
purpose, peace, should be the guiding star in construing the
powers contained within the Constitution.

It may be claimed that powers not granted are retained by
the States, but this has reference to national affairs and not to

international negotiations. A State, or all the States;, except
they act through the Executive, Congress, or the treaty-making
power, could not have commurication with another nation.

But the right to exist—or, if you please, self-preservation—
is the first law of nations as well as of nature, and the gentle-
man from Misgissippi [Mr. VeExasir] conceded away his case
when, in effect, he said, in answer to the gentlemen from Michi-
gan [Mr. SaorH], that there was no remedy under conditions
now present in our Government if neither President nor Senate
recede.

_To say that under our Constitution Congress can not deelare
a foct has ceased to exist which on a previous occasion under
different conditions it had the power to declare did exist, the
evidence in each case being the same—common knowledge of
the faet with official notice or declaration of. the fact conveyed
by the President in an official message—is an application of a
rule of construction that loses sight of the purpose in view
'lwheu the Constitution was made the fundamental law of our

and.

The war—physical war, force against force—has ended. The
President has so declared officially.

The treaty has been negotiated by the President and presented
to the Senate. After failure to ratify it has been returned to the
President, who states that the * next move is with the Senate.”
In other words, we are at a deadlock, so far as ending the war
by treaty is concerned Under such conditions is peace
cally impossible? Others have discussed the eonstituﬁonality
of the * resolution,” citing authorities conclusive as to the cor-
rectness legally of the position of the committee,

This resolution is in no sense a treaty, a part of a treaty, or
an.attempt to make a treaty. It does not end the war; that has
already been done. If provides for the declaration of a fact that
the President says exists and makes legal acts and commerce
not now lawful between two peoples not now at war. It opens,
conducts, or attempts no negotiations; it suggests no change of
terms between Germany and the United States from those
agreed to by the President. It leaves all international inter-
course with the proper department of the Government. It will
make it possible to have lawful businéss and intercourse be-
tween our people and another nation with whom we are not, in
fact, at war.

This resolution, so far as actual war is concerned, is of no
effect; that is, it changes no fact between Germany and the
United States as to actual conflict. The conflict closed when
the armistice was signed. When the opposition argue or assert
that this resolution is an attempt at treaty making or that it
is an attempt to declare peace, and therefore unconstitutional,
it is only a smoke sereen behind which it hopes to make its
escape from its unpatriotic, its aristoeratic, and iis illogieal
position—a position against which the Democratic Party is
almost in revolt, but which is made necessary to satisfy the
Democratic schoolmaster’s inordinate ambition to git and rule
as kaiser even as he rode the seas as one.

The Germans do not wish to fight Americans. They do wish
to buy from our people. We do not desire to engage in mortal
combat with the Germans—indeed, we have, by order of the
Commander in Chief of our Army and Navy, brought home and
disbanded our military forces, and they have returned to the
ways of peace. We, too, would sell to Germany. No-ally on
either side objects; Indeed, all earnestly desire to end this
war technically and have peace and the ways of peace.

The President says he wants the war ended; so does the Sen-
ate, so does the House, and, above all, so do the people. Does
our Constitution make us impotent to do what all departments
of our Government and all the people want and our general
welfare demands?

And here is where there should be an application of that
principle which requires a broad and liberal construction of the
instrument that its purpose may be carried out. If you apply
the principle contended for by those on the other side of the
House, then we never were at war by any constitutional
declaration of war, because the action taken April 6, 1917, was
not a declaration of war; it was a declaration that a state of
war already existed. And, applying the narrow rule contended
for by those against this resolution, there is just as much war-
rant in the Constitution to declare a state of war has ceased to
exist as there was to declare a state of war existed; just as
much and no more. Technically there is no express power to
malke either declaration, but to apply such a rule in either case
is foolish and kills the spirit by the letfer.

I wish to ecall to your attention the fact that there is not
one thing in the resolution that has not been agreed to by
Germany, all the Allies, the President, and the Senate. T.et
me repeat—to-day by this resoluticn no one is asked or re-
quired to do, or consent to, a single thing that has not been
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agreed to by all interested parties. Certainly the President
and the Senate have agreed to it. All agree that the war is
ended. All agree that diplomatic and commercial relations
should be resumed and war legislation abrogated. No single
element affecting the war and its ending is unsettled except
the declaration of that fact by a proper authority, so that com-
mercial transactions may be legally conducted and commerce
resume its wonted way.

The only matters in dispute are things and conditions not
mentioned or thought of as a cause of war. We did not go to
war to establish a “ League of Nations,” but Germany has con-
sented to even that. So have the Allies. We are still at war
technically because the President and the Senate can not
agree as to matters not related to the war or its cause. Does
anyone claim that we must fight with another nation because
our President and the Senate disagree, because they disagree
about matters which do not touch even remotely the cause of
the war between Germany and the United States?

In arriving at a decision as to the course to be pursued with
reference to the adoption of this resolution declaring the fact
that the war is at an end it matters nothing as to whether the
President’s or the Senate's action is wrong, or if both are
-wrong. It is not a sufficient reason that the covenant presents
an administration policy. It was an American-fought war, and
America, if it so desires, should have it ended technically, if
actually it has ceased.

However, the administration’s policies have not met with the
approval of the people, and many of the Democrats disapprove
of the administration’s policies.

I received some time since from a Democratic constituent,
W. M. Cain, Esq., of Fremont, Nebr., a letter containing com-
ments which demonstrate the truth of this statement and which
comments I quote:

In addition thereto—as we often say—~have we not reared and deliv-
ered a man for * president of the world,” who, * accompanied by Missus
Willson,” of course, bade fair to * give us the heathen for our inheritance
and the nttermost parts of the world for our possessions.” Then, too,
our progressive Josephus has inaogurated the interesting reversal of
things by decorating the chap that does not fight but runs away. I su
pose that by this eurious imnovation we may truly say that * defeat is
swallowed in vietory.” That slr, is as it should be, for if we are *“ too
proud to fight” and if we * thank God for our unpreparedness,” why,
then, should we not crown defeat and loathe victory?

Why, come to think of it, didn't we openly declare somewhere in the
temporal vicinity of the sacred 14 points that we wanted “ no vie-
torious peace"? Seems to me we did so declare. 8o I affirm, upon
my word as a Democrat (still), that we are at least consistent and
logical. 8o it is, after all, quite right that Commander Bagley, who,

ursuing the dogma of *“ peace without victory,” sailed his craft in a
Ensty. if awkward, get-away from gunfire, should receive from the
august hands of the Secretary of the Navy the distinguished service
medal. Why not? If he steamed mm{ from the scene of prospective—
though not actual—conflict, he could leave the enemy to his wretched
fate of nosing around the high seas until he could find some ship car-
rglng the American flag whose commander had not learned the new
idea of “ no victory " and would not run. Of course, 1 don't care a
damn about it, except—aye, there’s the rub—except that Bagley's ship
carried my flag!

It mjﬁht be in the logical order of fightless wvictor:

ng and soldierless armies that we wonld have a valueless currency,

ut I don't believe it. The numerous * deserving Democrats " drawin

limitless salaries for workless service would induce us to keep the dol-
lars we are getting sound. Bo friend Luce is on the wrong track.
Why don’t he aim at those places in our armor that are worn so thin

and shootless

that “a pigmy's straw coul erce them " ?
Look at our record a#ain. Did the Belpubiicuns ever proiuce a
resident of the world? They did not. In all the successions of Repub-

ican administrations what progress did they make toward cultivating
amicable relations with the Akhund of Swat or the Duke of Timbucto
or the King of the Cannibal Isles down in the troplic seas? No progress
whatever. And yet, In the brief span of less than four years, we Demo-
crats have made them our blood brothers, invited them to our councils,
and made ourselves their equals. This is little short of magic. Is it
not? It Is—not!

I asked unanimous consent to insert as a part of my remarks
a letter from W. M. Cain, Esq., a Democrat and a citizen of
the district I have the honor to represent.

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Bee] objected. I had de-
sired, in justice to Mr. Cain, to insert the entire letter, as he
had claimed for his party achievements with which I do not
agree and which ought to appear to correctly set forth his atti-
tude. As I am prevented from quoting the letter at large I
have quoted the above as evidence of the disapproval I have
mentioned and to challenge the attention of the other side of
the House to this estimate placed upon the achievements of
the present administration by members of that party in the
hopes that it may have a beneficial effect.

This administration in the conduct of foreign affairs has not
won the confidence of the people of the United States. Its con-
duct of foreign affairs has lacked an insight into and a compre-
hension of the matters involved and the ability to solve such
problems as it did seem to understand. In Mexico it has been
following a policy of ** watchful waiting,” which has consisted

éﬁfg:lytot galt;gg without \:{atﬁmng, and were it not for the
of outraged women and the graves of murdered citizens
it might be allowed to pass by callln[érit. “witless wabbling.” elts
chief protest has been letters so numerous as to waste almost
enough paper to form winding sheets for the victims which its
puerile policy has permitted Mexican outlaws and bandits to
ravish and kill. A

The President’s triumphal procession with royalty through Eu-
rope, borne about upon the hard-earned or carefully saved dol-
lars of American citizens and the shed blood of American sol-
dier boys, the trip across the Atlantic with an exclusive com-
pany and an excluded soldiery, a discarding of the idea of
open diplomacy and, indeed, nearly all of the sacred fourteen
points, the threatening of a coordinate branch of our Govern-
ment, backed by a record unsurpassed for its instability, does
not suggest a great statesman and patriot, animated by a great
idea, but rather an intensely selfish disposition, moved by an
overweening ambition, and whose every move merits close
scrutiny, and which, in this instance, with every advantage in
his favor, has fallen so that now there is searce one to com-
mend him. -

Indeed, if the party of this administration could have the
people forget, it would flee from the record it has made as from
a pestilence,

Recall and reconsider the conditions present: Germany had
sunk our ships, murdered our women and children, and our
Chief Executive, being “ too proud to fight,” opened a school for
letter writing, in which he greatly excels. Germany continued
to sink our ships and send our people to watery graves. Our
Executive still taught letter writing, and so things continued
until in 1917, when it could be borne no longer, and the Chief
Executive informed Congress that a state of war existed and
asked Congress to so declare, which it did. Mark you, there
was in the prewar correspondence no dispute about any of the
various provisions of the so-called “ covenant,” which the Presi-
dent has said must be accepted without dotting an “i” nor
crossing a “t.” The cause of the war was violations of inter-
national law—ships sunk and citizens murdered. Our boys,
with courage unsurpassed, were instrumental in snatching vie-
tory from defeat. The war ends. An armistice is signed. A
treaty is negotiated and signed by all parties engaged but United
States and China, if my memory is correct. By the treaty
terms Germany consents to everything the United States asks:
all otther nations engaged in that war consent to these arrange-
ments.

To-day neither the United States nor the President is making
any demand from Germany which in any way affects this war
or its ending. There is nothing that the United States is to
do to or for Germany. Yet with no- cause for quarrel with
Germany and with Germany having no cause for quarrel with
us and with both peoples anxious to resume the ways of peace
we must remain at war. Why? The answer of those who
oppose this resolution must be, “ Because Woodrow Wilson
wishes to give England 6 votes to our 1 in the council of
nations.” Germany does not care or object to that. Why
should we remain at war with Germany until Wilson can
convince the American people that England is six times as
intelligent as they are? .

Why must we remain at war with Germany? Because
Woodrow Wilson insists that when our enemies are invading
our country or we are at war we can not increase the limit
fixed for our military forces unless Spain and Japan and Italy
and the other members of the council say so. Of course, Ger-
many did not fight about that. But what do you think about
remaining at war with Germany because the President insists
on having the size of our armies fixed by foreign nations?

Why should we remain at war? DBecause Woodrow Wilson
insists Japan must be permitted to steal Shantung from China.
Germany does not care; she has given up all confrol and title
thereto. God pity a party that has so far lost its self-respect
and honesty that it insists on continuing a state of war to
satisfy an unrighteous ambition of one of its own members
and to aid another power to rob a weaker ally.

Why must we continue at war with Germany? Because Wood-
row Wilson insists on placing in the hands of eastern nations,
who are now criticizing us as a Nation and him as an individual
and an officer, the right to enforce article 10 of the coveunant
against us as a guarantor of the territorial boundaries of every
real estate grabber among European nations.

Why must we continue at war with Germany? Because Wood-
row Wilson insists that the laboring people of the United States
must go back to European standards and again develop along
lines suitable to European, Asiatic, and African conditions,
That we must without question accept the change made when the
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word “merely ” was inserted in the following sentence: “But
holding, as they do, that labor should not be regarded merely
as an article of commerce,” and so forth.

Why must we continue at war with Germany? Because Wood-
row Wilson insists that in the construction and application of
the Monroe doetrine to conditions as they shall arise in the
future, uropean and Asiatic nations shall have full power to
construe and apply that doetrine. We shall in all cases be the
interested Nation, and hence without a vote. They now are and
always have been against the doctrine. Imagine, if you can,
Spain and Japan and Italy or even France and England sitting
down in a judicial frame of mind fo pass upon the application of
the Monroe doctrine when one of their number had taken pos-
session of the oil fields of Mexico or when Japan had purchased
gr ttilken a coaling station on the western coast of Lower Cali-

ornia.

The American who hopes fo get justice under such ecircum-
stances has made a prima facie case against himself before the
insanity commission. Yet, before we may have peace with
Germany we must, as a Nation, agree to this condition. God
help America if this is to be a sample of its twentieth century
diplomacy.

Why must we confinue at war withGermany? Becaunse Wood-
row Wilson insists that after having allowed the European,
Asiatic, and African countries to fix the size of our armies
and navy, if perchance we are invaded or engaged in actual
warfare before we could increase our Army or Navy, permis-
sion must be secured from European, Asiatie, and African na-
tions in the council. Suppose war with Mexico. Do you find
yourself able to imagine Japan hurrying to give the needed per-
mission? Do you think that Spain will find herself in a posi-
tion where she is convinced that we ought to have the help
asked for? What would be Spain's influence on her daddy-in-
law, England? What would Italy say and how quickly would
she say it?

Does any man on this floor believe that the fate of our
country is in safe hands so placed? Even now the echo of the
cannon comes not faintly from European battle fields, started
under rights claimed under this treaty and which are disputed
by other signatories, allies in the late conflict. There are now

~under this covenant and treaty more serious disputes between
practicilly all of the European nations than existed on July
26, 1914,

When you vote against this resolution and go to your home
and your neighbor asks yon why you so voted, tell him truly
you wished England to have six votes in the assembly to our
one; that you believe the laborer of our country should still
wallow in the mire of European condifions; that you believe in
the kind of national honor that aided Japan to steal Shantung
from our ally, China, and after the theft was complete, in guar-
anteeing the thief in the possession of his loot; that we should
give up the Monroe doctrine and send our boys to act as police-
men for the Turks; and that we should bind ourselves and our
posterity—because the covenant leaves with the council whether
we have performed our obligations so as to retire from the
“ lengue "—to the tender mercies of those who hate us for our
freedom, laugh at our simplicity, live off of our charity, and,
until the Wilson administration, have damned our independence.

We 21l know the reasons I have enumerated are the real
cause and the only cause the peace treaty is not signed. We
all know that no one of these causes had any relation to the
war. We all know that not a corporal’s gnard would vote in
favor of adopting any one of them if presented so that a direct
vote was required. Buf to save the political face of one who
has abandoned nearly every policy he has espoused down to and
including the sacred 14 points, almost the entire Democratic
membership will, in this indirect manner, vote for them.
= \}-’he;re is that pafriotism that is more potent than party

ealty? -

The time has come when we should be brave enough to do in
the national legislative halls what our boys did on the battle-
fields—end the war, They carried that flag through the hell of
war and returned it to you and to me and to our common
country and never allowed it to dip to an enemy. Does it re-
main for the Democrats in Congress to bid our country bow
to a foreign commander and kiss the hand that smites? I hope
not, but if so, the mandate will be in vain.

The Republican Party would be pleased to join with the
Democratic Party in keeping our sovereignty undivided and
tributary to no foreign power. The Republiean Party has never
faltered when duty called. If need be, it will again maintain
the dignity of our ecommon country and prevent its bowing to
any supersovereignty or its being made subservient to any other
power,

Gentlemen of the House, let us adopt the resolution and “ Let
us have peace.”

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yvield to the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr, Bores].

Mr. BOIES. Mr. Speaker, I favor this resolution for the
reason that the time has long since passed when peace with
Germany mright and should have been accomplished.

Peace with Germany could easily have been effected within
six months or less, following the date of the signing of the
armistice, but for the uncompromising and unusual purpose of
the President to force the Senate of the United States to accept
the covenant of the Leagne of Nations as he presented it—
“without the dotting of an ‘i’ or the crossing of a ‘t.’" This
Government would long ago have been at peace with all the
world, and in all probability a sane arrangement entered into
by the leading nations of the world, guaranteeing the peace of
the world, in so far as it is humanely possible, at one broad
jump, thereby saving to the world billions of money and thou-
sands of lives. That part of the world once known as civilized
is now from 5 to 10 years further removed fronr normal condi-
tions than it would have been had a peace plan been presented
and adopted that contained the roots of reason, that appealed to
the common sense of the people of the world, that was fitted to
the practical uses and benefits of the people as we find them in
the various countries of the world, that was the product of
many of the best minds of the world, that had received the
baptism of the thought, the reason, the suggestions, the mature
deliberations of the master minds of the world in the broad and
open sunlight of confidence and generosity “ openly arrived at.”

The all-absorbing question should have been, What do the
people of my country desire? Aye, question upon question should
have passed uncensored under the waters and through the
heavens to this country, to the people, and espeeially to our
Senators, whose advice and consen{ must finally have been
heeded and secured.

The voice of the people still rules in this country. Threats
and attempts to thwart the will of the people cause unrest and
destroy business, and carry from safe moorings the radicals
and the irresponsibles who are always eager for the chance to
“raise the devil.” But the great bulk of the American people
finally bring about times that are right—under the authority of
the Constitution, which points plainly the duties, responsibil-
ities, and separate powers of the executive, legisiative, and
judicial branches of this splendid Government—and which we
love too well to diseard or betray any of its functions into the
hands of any foreign countries.

In most of the countries of Europe the heads of the govern-

ment will, and the people acquiesce. It is different here. The
will of the majority rules. In the secret megotiations at Paris
the men of Europe naturally did not consult their people, and,
judging from the resulf of that convention, as handed to
America, they felt sure that the people of this country would
ealmly avcept any trade contract carried away from the seat
of fashion and gayety.
- The men of Europe there assembled evidently never under-
stood the station that the individual ecitizen occupies under
our form of Government, nor did they interpret correctly the
responsibility felt by the average officeholder toward the people
and to the laws and the good order of the land. This must
have been their attitude of mind, else they would have been
unwilling to expend six months of time and as much money as
it costs this Government, for the simple privilege of the six
months of sociability at Paris. This may be getting separated
a trifle from the serious side of the question. It is a mighty
serious matter—so much time, and money, and rancor, and
tribulation, and misunderstanding, and heartaches, and decep-
tion, and arrogance following, and nothing of first hope to
come except disappointment, discord, and distrust. Such re-
sults are especially to be regretted when it was more important
that harmony and good will prevail during the past year and
a half than at any like period of time in the history of the
world.

‘Had the peace with Germany been made when it should have
been, Russia, Germany, Austria, and other countries, including
our own, would have been in immeasurably better condition
than they are to-day. Europe at war then is generally at war
now, with 14,000 of our boys under arms in a foreign land;
war-time laws disturbing the business of the country; war-
time expenses yet piling up to be liquidated ; unheard cf prices
oppressing the poor, the laborer, and the moderately well to do.

All hands must join, in good faith, if this great burden is
to be lifted. In sight and hearing of it all we are told by the
chairman of one of the two great parties in this country that
this resolution must not pass; that notwithstanding the Presi-
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dent's henl{h he is able to reach the President when * erucial
questions " arise, and that it will be folly for Congress to
adopt this resolution because the President will veto it.

This position means nothing more than a “crucial question ”
in politics—that the League of Nations must be made an over-
shadowing issue in the coming campaign. A

I predict that, in case this resolution is vetoed, and the Presi-
dent refuses to allow his followers to accept the proposed
reservations to article 10, and a plank appears in the San Fran-
cisco platform placing the League of Nations before the voters
of this country, the friends of the League of Nations, with
or without reservations, will never see it presented to another
Senate.

I am young in this business and my advice may be ridiculed
and spurned, yet I believe that I have some knowledge of men,
and my advice to the gentlemen of the minority of this House
is that you have one chance to secure the adoption of the
covenant of the League of Nations, with reservations, and that

*is, by forgetting your politics and voting your judgment upon
this resolution, thereby informing the President that you can
follow his advice no further on this question. You owe this
‘to yourselves and to your country. Should you thus advise
the President, the document, in my judgment, with the reser-
vations, will be returned to the Senate within a week and will
receive the “ consent " that the Constitution requires.

My Demoeratic friends, if you do not now see the handwrit-
ing on the wall, you are blinder than a bat sitting on a street
pavement at high 12 on a cloudless day with the Government
thermometer standing at 119 degrees in the shade.

Really the handwriting I refer to,” that should make any
Democerat, high or low, quake in his “inpards” who dreams of
making the league an issue, is not on the wall, but appears upon
the ballots most recently cast for Hiram Johnson. Can not you
put two and two together?

If you bear such love for the President as tradition speaks,
help to save his face; attend to it that the league is adopted
with reservations,

Please do not answer that such action on your part “will
break the heart of the world.” England does not eare a snap
for the covenant of the League of Nations only in so far as it
would require of this Government to bear a large part of the
expense connected with the managing and bossing of that half
of the world over which she presides.

France would rather be assured that under like circumstances
this country, in the name of hnmanity, in the defense of woman-
hood, and in the love and adoration of the very name of mother,
would come again and whole-heartedly, as France would come
to us again in days like the time when Lafayette said to Wash-
ington, * We are here.”

There are some things in this world broader and deeper and
better than partisan politiecs. When the good of the country
requires we should first and last and all the time be Americans.

Do not advance the empty argument that the adoption of this
resolution will prevent securing a just settlement of property
matters with Germany. The property now in our possession
may be handled as justice dictates. Whatever else we might be
entitled to will be settled as Germany may agree. The Con-
gress, the people of this country, will not consent that we engage
Germany in further bloodshed in order to possess ourselves of
anything Germany might refuse to concede.

The President has taken undue advantage of his position to
force the Senate to yield, having no regard for the Constitution
or the rights and privileges of the Senators thereunder. He has
had ample opportunity to draw the people to his way of think-
ing; he has worn himself out, destroyed his health, closed the
doors upon himself and the orderly business of his Cabinet; he
has stopped the wheels of progress and brought the world into
a state of unrest by his prolonged insistence upon the adoption
of a plan of world government that the people ¢f this country
will not assent to; and now threatens in advance the veto of a
resolution to restore peace. TIs it not about. time that the man
who claims to be g0 much interested in the freedom of men and
of nations be required to remove his grip from the throats of
those officers of this Government who regard their oaths as of
some concern in the exercise of their duties?

Is it possible that one man can be in the right and the over-
whelming majority of the American people wrong?

“ Break the heart of the world?” Listen to the voice of
France as contained in that great journal, the Paris Matin:

At the most troubled moment in history America has a sick Presi-
dent, an amateur Secretary of State, and no treaty of peace. A Presi-
dent in the clouds, a Secretary of State in the bushes, and a treaty in
the cabbage pateh. What a situation! However, America is America;
that is to say, our great sister nation, which has our love and eternal

confidence. Colby or no Colby, treaty or no treaty, the American people
know that we call them fricnds,

It is only a little longer that a sick man will be able to keep the
cloud in the sky above the two sister republics. And soon there will
be a Secretary of State with whom Europe can speak and whom we can
understand. France needs no written guaranty to know that Americd
will send her boys again if we are menaced as we were in 1918, and let
glt:reriﬂl know that we will send another Lafayette if she ever needs

The argument thus far has been an attempt to point to the
necessity for the adoption of this resolution, rather than to the
power of Congress to legally act in the premises. What is the
legal phase? Among the powers conferred on Congress and
delegated to no other branch of the Government is the power
“to declare war.” Nowhere is it found that the President
has any voice in this matter. Nowhere is it found, by implica-
tion or otherwise, that the President can veto a declaration of
war by Congress. It would be a most dangerous rule if the
President held a veto power in this connection, ;

Section 1 of Article IT of the Constitution provides, among
other things, that—

In ease of the removal of the President from offiee, or of his death,
resiEnation or inability to discharge the powers and duties of his oﬂirn

the Congress may by law provide for the case of removal,
death, resignation, or inability both of the President and the Vice
President.

Supposing a President should become wholly unable to dis-
charge the powers and duties of his office, and; in the interests
of the country, it became imperative that the Congress by law
provide for such an emergency, declaring the inability of the
President to discharge the powers and duties of his office, would
anyone contend that the President then in office and thus dis-
qualified could veto such an act of Congré®s? If the question
may rjghtfully be answered in the affirmative, we might be
confronted with the case of a President wholly unable fo dis-
charge the powers and duties of his office and by his own veto
obstruct the business of the office for four years. It appears
that this is the only method by which a case of this charaeter
could be reached, as the Constitution provides for only three
grounds of impeachment of the President, Vice President, and
all eivil officers of the United Staftes, to wit:

Conviction of treason, bribery, or other high ecrimes and misde-
meanors,

It might be contended that this provision of the Constitution
only contemplates the voluntary resignation by the President
during his inability to discharge the powers and duties of his
office. If that is the construction to be placed upon the Consti-
tution, then there is no way whereby the inability of the I'resi-
dent can be determined except by his own admission and by his
willingness to permif some one else to act until the disability
be removed. If this part of the Constitution is meaningless
and unenforceable, then ecertain it is that the Constitution should
be amended. These provisions of the Constitution are eiteq in
order to show that the third paragraph of section 7 of the Con-
stitution does not apply when the clear language of the Constitu-
tion would be inoperative if controlled by said paragraph.

The Congress having absolute power * to declare war,” it is
an anomalous situation if Congress is not likewise empowered
to declare that a state of war which it brought into existence
is at an end. If Congress has not the power to so declire the
state of war at an end, then a state of war once declared may
continue indefinitely or until some President is found who would
not veto a resolution by the Congress declaring that a state of
war was ended. In this connection, as having some bearing
upon the question at issue, it may be stated that Germany did
not declare war against this country, and in such case a very
different proposition would coufront this Congress.

Laying aside the matter of the legal right of the President
to veto the action of Congress in the event of the adoption of
this resolution, what reason can be suggesied why he should do
20? Laying politics aside and looking to the welfare of this
Government and to the needs and the wishes of the people of
this country, there is no excuse for the rejection of this reso-
lation.

The President may assigh, as an excuse for vetoing the action
of Congress, in case it adopts this resolution, that Congress,
the legislative branch of this Government, is encroaching on
the prerogatives of the Executive as related to his power to
negotiate treaties, If this is the only reason that may be ad-
vanced for the exercise of the veto power lodged in the IP'resi-
dent, it probably will occur to the people of this country that
the prerogatives and powers of the other branches of this Gov-
ernment have been so offen usurped in past years as that it has
lost its meaning, influence, and natural application altogetier.

I shall vote for the adoption of this resolution because I
believe that the people of this country are earnestly in favor of
its adoption, for the ¥eason that it will be of benefit to all mat-
ters of business in this country, for the reason that it is the right
thing to do, and for the further reason that the peace with
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Germany should have been disposed of long ago and never
* entangled ” with the covenant of the League of Nations. The
Senate of the United States possessed the undoubted right to
pass upon hoth propositions, and separately without coercion or
handieap of any kind or sort.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. STrRoNG].

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I am very glad that
there is no reason of any kind which will prevent my voting to
establish officially that peace which the people of the country
are demanding and for which the splendid men of our Army
and Navy sacrificed so much; and I believe that no vote that I
have cast since I became a Member of this House will come
nearer meeting the unanimous approval of the people I have
the honor to represent as the one I shall cast for this resolution
declaring officially the state of war with Germany at an end
and revoking the war-time powers of the President.

I regret that our friends on the Democratic side of this House

are not to be allowed by their party to have the pleasure of
voting for this resolution, for I know many of them would like
to do so. It is unfortunate for the country that mow that
the RRepublican Party is in the majority the Democratic Mem-
bers of the House must become obstructionists, opposing all
measures we propose. This is so in the matter of appropriation
bills. If because of the fact that they left us an empty Treasury,
# national interest-bearing debt of $26,000,000,000, and a deficit
between our yearly income and expenses of $3,000,000,000 we
are forced to adopt a program of economy they at once try to
prevent our carrying the same into effect. It was true with the
railroad bill. The President having set March 1 as the time for
returning the roads to their owners, it was the duty of the
majority party to provide legislation governing such return and
to enable the roads to continue to give service to the people; yet
our Democratic friends obstructed and denounced us for doing
what the needs of the country required, and =o it is with this
resolution.
- The Nation has waited for 17 months since the armistice for
a declaration of peace, yet now that our party has introduced
this resolution the leaders on the Democratic side denounce it
and write long technical briefs in an attempt to show that * we
should not make a separate peace with Germany " and “ that it
is a violation of the Constitution.” They overlook the fact that
the President led our allies into a separate peace with Germany
which they have already consummated but with which he inter-
wove his League of Nations and made it impossible to us, because
it destroyed our independence. So we are left but two alterna-
tives—to either declare a separate peace or to delay until we
can have a Republican President who will negotiate an American
freaty. % {

In order to make their ¢ry of “ unconstitutionality ” they point
out that Congrr3s has no power to make treaties, and then
insist that this resolution is a treaty. Yet these same “ con-
stitutional objectors ” applauded the President when he ripped
open the Constitution and took therefrom the right of Congress
to declare war and gave it to a League of Nations across the
sen, dominated and controlled by u nation that was to have six
votes to our one.

Is it possible we can pass a resolution stating that war exists,
as this Congress did, and yet can not pass a resolution stating
that it no longer exists? Or must we remain technically at war
because the President insists upon having the treaty signed upon
the dotted line?

Our Democratic friends say * the President will veto the reso-
lntion if we pass it, and we have not a majority large enough to
pass it over his veto, and they will not help us to do so.” Well,
if this result comes I believe the people in November will give
1us both the Presidency and a two-thirds majority in this House.
The people want peace; they want the unusual war powers
which interfere with business and restrict free speech and
Ameriean rights taken from the Executive. They are tired of
a government of the President, by the President, and for the
President. For my part I could not look the people I am repre-
senting in the face if I failed to vote for this resolution. I would
feel that I was not loyal to the sacrifice of those who made
this resolution possible. I shall vote for peace.

Mr. PORTER. DMr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Delaware [Mr. LayToN].

. Mr. LAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I am heartily in favor of this
resolution. The only criticism I make is that it was not intro-
duced long ago. I favor it because the country demands it., I
favor it because our finaneial, industrial, agricultural, and com-
mereial interests demand it. I favor it because it is an absurd
and silly thing to be technically at war and virtually at peace
with Germany. I favor it because all our allies with whom we

LIX—343

were associated in the late war have already concluded peace
with Germany. Seeing that peace is eminently desirable; what,
after all, is thd real opposition to the passage of this resolution?
When the situation is carefully analyzed it is seen to be solely
the opposition of the President, the same opposition that led to
months of vexatious delay in the matter of the League of Nations,
and finally to its rejection, because one imperial will was set
against the constitutional right of the Senate and the will of the
people, even though our allies had openly declared that they
would accept the league with the Lodge reservations.

While the world is in a vast turmoil, and is muddling along
in confusion and uncertainty, our projects of reconstruction, in-
volying not only those of this country but of world-wide inclu-
sion, and the supreme necessity for coordination on the part of
all the functions of cur Government are delayed and even ar-
rested, because of the strange and inexplicable attitude of the
President.

The universal guery on the lips of everyone at home and
abroad is what sort of a Government now exists in the United
States. Have we still a constitutional Government or a dictator-
ship? Have the legislative bodies lost their constitutional
powers, or has all power passed into the hands of one man whose
whims and desires have become supreme and who evinces a de-
termination to evade the Constitution and all those precedents
which time has sanctified for more than a century? I confess
I am astounded and even dismayed at the situation, and am
utterly unable to understand the position of those in this House
who celebrate appropriatingly the memories of the sathers who
formulated and delivered to us those splendid principles which
we all, whether Republicans or Democrats, profess to revere
and cherish. And more especially do I feel this when I see men
sacrifice their own independence and gradually submit to en-
croachment after encroachment upon constitutional rights seem-
ingly careless of their trust and weakly yield themselves to an
autoeratic will. I am called a Republican, but I yield to no
Democrat a deeper and more sincere regard for the principles of
i representative democratic Government which was so clearly
enunciated by the framers of our Constitution.

In a representative democratic Government there should be
no will but the will of the people, no force to prevail over that
of the representatives of the people. A Presigent is chosen by
the same power which chooses the Members of this House.
Under the fundamental law of the land they are each supreme
in their respective spheres of action, but the whole spirit of the
Constitution implies and demands a hearty and harmonious co-
ordination of the three separate functions of our Government in
order that the people may receive those blessings which ean only
flow from harmonious and coordinate action.

This resolution is not only right, but timely. The war is over.
For all practical purposes it has been ended for a year and a
half. This country alone is still technically at war because of
the pigque of one man, who seeks to thwart not only the popular
demand, but the needs of the world because his own supreme
will was not submitted to in the matter of the League of
Nations.

The power to declare war lies in the Congress, The power to
end war should be determined by the same authority, otherwise
the declaration that this is a country where the people rule is
a farce and that rule has been supplanted by the rule of one
man. In this connection, in order to throw a bright light upon
the subject of this resolution, I desire to quote as a part of my
remarks the following editorial, taken from the Washington
Post of date April 5, 1920, which, to my mind, furnishes an
illuminating analysis of the resolution now under discussion :

Those who oppose the resolution which Erogoses to terminate the
state of war and repeal the war powers of the President are beginning
to dispute the constitutional right of Congress to make peace. They

intend to attack the resolution on this ground. They hold that peace
can be made only by treaty, which the President alone has the power to

n tiate.

P%‘?h!le there are featurcs of the pending resgolution which are open to
eriticism, it will be safer for its opponents to attack it on other grounds
than those of constitutionality. A little analysis of the matter ought
to convince any American that Congress can constitutionally exercise
the power to make peace when necessary.

There is.no limit to the powers of Congress in making war. Congress
may do anything necessary to preserve the Nation’s existence.

The power to make war is the power to preserve the Nation. The
Buwer to make ce is also the power to preserve the Nation, as would

e demonstrated very quickly in case of a disastrous war.

he sword and the purse are held by Congress. It handed the sword
to the Executive and told hinr to earry the war to a successful termina-
tion, which he did. Congress can tnke back the sword when It will.

War Is a policy which can be adopted only bf Congress. . It iIs a con-
tinuation and development of a precedent policy, merely snbstituting
force to accomplish what had been unsuccessiully sought h{ protest an
warning. The Executive executes the poliey declared by Congress,
using the means provided by Congress and subject to the rules regulat-

ing the forces which are laid down by Congress,
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. The, Executive ean not terminate the policy any more than he can
refuse to execute it. 'The gol!ey may have been adopted over his veto,
but it remains in effect until Congress decides otherwise. The termina-
tion of war must be in accordance with the policy of Congress, and
therefore with the comsent of Congress epen or tacit. An attempt to

terminate the war against the will of Congress wounld be equivalent to

an attempt by the Executive to repeal the declaration of war.

The Executive and Congress may disagree as to the wisdom of con-
tinuing o war. The will of Congress controls.

Executive neglect, failure, or refusal to treat for the termination of
war does not affect the power of Congress to determine the national
policy and to cha the policy from war to peace.

An Executlve might treat for the termination of a war which Con-
gress did not wish to ferminate. His effort would be in vain.

Congress can by law direct the Executive to treat for the termination
of war, in pursuance of the policy it has decided to execute.

War is usually terminated by a treaty, but not necessarily. But it
is always terminated-with the consent of Conﬁrn_zssﬁ and taeitly under
its direction. This direction can be made explicit by law, but usually
it is not necessary to do so.

The conduct of foreign relations is in charge of the President, operai-
ing through the Department of State. Congress created that de -
ment and can abolish it. But while the President is in charge of the
conduct of foreign relations he is subject to law and he can not con-
duct foreign relations in violation of law. If Congress desires peace
he kca.n not prosecute war, and if Congress desires war he can not
mnke peace,

The termination of war is the termination of the policy of foree.
The continuation of the pelicy may depend upon a rure‘i:gn government
but the termination can not be decided by a foreign government or by
the Executive without the consent of Congress.

The Executive can not declare war or declare peace. He can pro-
féniim l:i'ther. but only in pursuance of law, If peace is made by treaty,

§ law,

The reason why war is usvally terminated by treaty is because it is
usually desirable to treat with the enemy. But this is not always
necessary or desirnble. A treu g::opusing to end war has just been
rejected by the Senate, because it not the policy of Congress to end
the war on the terms stated in the treaty. -

The Senate in making treaties acts according to the will of Congress.
No Lreatz ending war can pass the Senate a st the will of Congress,
for the Senate is a part of Congress. The Senate does not possess two
natures, although it exercises two powers. It exercises its share of the
treaty-making power in harmony with its share of the lawmaking power.
As the Benate helped to establish the policy of war, it will act aecotdlni
to its nature in dealing with that policy. As a lawmaker it can np
favor war and then as & treaty maker favor peace,

s Any treaty ending war, if acceptable to Congress, can readily pass the
ennte. ]

The Executive ean make treaties only if the Senate concurs.

Congress can make laws even if the Executive does not concur.

If Congress, In pursuance of its policy, determines to change from a
state of war to a state of fmu:e. and the Executive should refuse to
cooperate in the treaty-making function, or if he should insist upon
a treaty that would be equivalent to a refusal to execute the policy of
Congress, then Congress can make peace by law instead of by treaty.

Any act of Congress is just as much the supreme law of the land
as is a treaty.

The power to terminate war by law is an indispenable alternative, It
does not disturb, deny, or destroy any of the powers of the Execufive,
It is available, however, in case he fails to exercise his powers or
attempts to abuse his powers; as, for example, an attempt to continue
a war by refusing to negotiate peace or by negotinting an unacceptable
treaty for the purpose of having it rejected or by re 2 to proceed
wi}lh ratification of a treaty to which the Senate had attached reser-
vations.

The question of policy always remains in the control of Congress,
and by lts power to overrule the Executive in the making of laws
Congress can compel him to execute its policy of war or peace.

In my judgment the time has come—Iindeed, it has been too
long delayed—when all of us here, we who came here as the
representatives of the people and not as the representatives of
an imperial will, should forget everything except our duty to
the country. For my part, be he Democrat or Republican in
the White House, I stand for the old-time powers and prece-
dents. As long as I have a vote in this body I shall act as an
independent representative commissioned by my constituents to
observe their will. I have no other conception of my sworn
duty as long as I believe that this should be a Government of
the people, by the people, and for the people.

Gentlemen on the other side of the House prate of unconstitu-
tionality, suddenly and strangely sensitive to what they term an
infraction of the Constitution, and yet silent and nerveless for
a long time past under repeated assaults upon the same Consti-
tution and those revered precedents which time has given a
plain sanction to, equaling the force of constitutional laws them-
selves, This attitude ean only be explained by assuming' that
they feared a conflict with the presidential will and at any cost
determined to avoid it,

The gentlemen upon the other side who subordinate their wills
and their judgments to one man, and by so doing rob their party
of the last vestige of national confidence, present a spectacle so
strange that one is almost led to believe in some malign fate
following upon their footsteps. They say that this resolution is
merely a declaration; that it will amount to nothing if passed;
that it is void in law; that it is a trespass upon the constitu-
tional rights of the President and the Senate; and that its de-
sign is solely to embarrass the President. Let us leave out all
these considerations except the last. Why should not the Presi-
dent be embarrassed? For long months he has embarrassed
not only this country but the world. Has the time come when
the whims and desires of one man become of such supreme im-

portance that a reyal comsideration must be extended to him

while grave matters affeeting the public welfare are held in

uncertain abeyanee? And yet this is what we are asked to do.
The illness of the President is used as an excuse for opposing

- all legislative action contrary to the President’s will. If criti-
| cism of this condition oceurs, a hot flame of indignation flows
' from the mouths of his partisan and syeophantic supporters,
| charging against such eritics a lack of the commenest decencies
| and sensibilities of human intercourse and an absence of the

very commonest instinets of kindness and sympathy. If true,
this eharge would be shameful. The facts are the President is
ill under certain circumstanees and should be almost reverently,
considered, and under other eircumstances he is in such a splen-
did state of mentality that all other minds should cease to
funetion and his alone be allewed to determine every domestic
and world-wide problem.

I desire to make this declaration: The Members of this
House, and those of' the Senate, can not intelligently discharge
their duties to the country without keeping in mind the
peculiar temperament and mentality of the President. At a
time when counsel, wisdom, and the heartiest coordination is
demanded, it is lacking, because the President will have noth-
ing but his own way. It is not necessary to dwell upon this.
Multitudinous faects 'are known to every American, substan-
tiating this declaration, and thousands more to be found in
Europe during the President’s sojourn there. There is no
doubt, and no one on calm reflection and with an informed mind
can escape the conclusion, that the President by his peenliar
quality of mind and temperament became at the most critieal
need of the world its greatest marplot. Long continued and
glowingly voiced altruism, ineluding those 14 alkaloidal extracts
of human righteousness in government, were gradually given
away under the delicate but keen and cold manipulation of
those astute representatives of England, France, Italy, and
Japan. Recognizing as they did the voracious ambition of the
President to become the first President of a united states of the
world, they fed his vanity to repletion, tricked him at every
point, and gave him the empty shell of a righteous League of
Nations, while they robbed the world and at the same time
obtalned the President’s assent thereto. The argument is ad-
vanced that the President's pledges and promises sheould be
made good because those to whom he made them accepted them
in good faith. This is an outrageous argument. It is not
to be believed for a"moment that sueh men as Lloyd-George, an
Englishman, and acquainted with the constitutional history of
this country by reason of our historical relations to his own,
or Clemenceau, who spent years in this country, breathing the
life and the spirit of our laws, nor in fact Sonfino nor the
Mikado were not aware of the supreme fact that the President
of the United States had no power to bind the Senate of the
United States in the making of treaties, and also of the further
fact that historically no former President had ever dared to
assume such power. The President went across the ocean
to match minds. It is perfeetly plain now how that mind
matching concluded,

I desire to call attention to another fact of supreme importance
which ought to be more and more considered. When the armi-
stice was signed we possessed the confidenee, the esteem, and the
profound gratitude of all our allies, at least in Europe. To-day
we have inherited by reason of the regrettable pilgrimage of the
President in Europe general scorn and blame. The President's
stay in Europe was one of royal magnificence, The Ameriean
entourage was more costly than that of kings. His seclusion
was that of an august potentate. He had more than a thousand
in his royal train, and took the advice of none of them. He
journeyed hither and thither attracting great crowds of the
proletariat, who followed him as a Pled Piper of Hamlin, hang-
ing upon his lips, entranced and exalted, by reason of the
glorious things that would be born out of his conception of a
supergovernment of the world. He threatened established gov-
ernments, forgetful that they had just been recently confirmed
by the will of their respective peoples, while he himself had
been repudiated.

This attitude of arregance and of power was unutterably de-
plorable. While the President was dwelling in an unreal world
of his own creation the representatives of England, France, Italy,
and Japan—those mastercraft men in the arts of diplomacy—
were not only stealing every one of the prineiples of the 14 points
from under the President's nose and executing the most mon-
strous and colossal territorial grabbing scheme that the world
had ever known, but were themselves looting and robbing, and in
such <« way, notably in the Shantung matter, as to build up and
make great the potential power of Japan, which England is
undoubtedly designedly doing in order to have a club over the
head of this country in the future.
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For our money and our dead we traded off confidence and
friendship for scorn and ill will and territorial adjustments that
will serve as a serious menace to our future peace.

The time has gone by for further inaction. If the President
be of sound mind, and if the only obstacle to peace and to re-
construction is an imperial deternrination to have his own way
regardless of the will of the Senate and of the House and of the
whole people, this resolution should be passed as quickly as pos-
sible. If the President’s mind is unsettled, and if he no longer
‘can think and act in a normal way responsive to the needs and
the necessities of the country at large, this resolution should be
all the more guickly and promptly passed or the strange spectacle
of a Government without a normal mind at the head of it will be
presented to the gaze of the whole world. It will be a spectacle
of a representative democracy drifting along like a ship in the
turbulent waters of a stormy sea without a pilot. The pléa is
made that we have no constitutional right to make a peace treaty
in this House; that that power is reserved for the President and
the Senate. This resolution makes no treaty. It simply sanc-
tions and approves in a solemn way the terms of peace already
approved by the President and all our allies in the late war.

The crux of the matter is that the President does nof want a
peace treaty without his own particular League of Nations. He
has openly declared that he would so interweave his scheme for
a League of Nations with the peace treaty that both would have
to be taken or neither of them. The country wants the peace
freaty but does not want the President’s particular brand of a
League of Nations. This is as manifest as a fact can be, and is
evidenced on every hand by the public press and the declarations
of the people whenever they have had an eopportunity for expres-
sion, But this state of facts makes no impression upon the presi-
dential mentality. He cares nothing for the constitutional rights
of the Senate, nothing for the desires and necessities of the peo-
ple. Like a dictator, he is bent, at any cost, on having his own
way.

This resolution simply expresses what the country wants. It
is a proper expression of the popular will. If passed, it will
serve not only to calm the people here but to give to other coun-
tries a proper understanding of the will and purpose of this
country, which the President so continuously and so grossly per-
verted while abroad. If the resolution is new as to precedents, it
ecan be said that the present situation is new also. It is time
when the sincerest and wisest thought in the country, regardless
of partisanship or politics, should be united in a common purpose,
not for our national welfare only, but for world-wide good. At
this time when, to a greater degree than ever, the three branches
of Government should be in the most harmonious accord, the
Governinent of the country is largely impeded in every proper
function by the imperial, or impaired, mind of one man, and those
necessary and imperative steps looking to the restoration of
peace with Germany, and the reconstruction necessarily de-
manded after the late war of such fearful magnitude are arrested.

Finally, the situation is this: The President says, “ You shall
have no peace with Germany and her allies unless you take my
League of Nations with it.” The Senate says, * We will not take
your League of Nations unless it is properly safeguarded by such
reservations as shall preserve our old-time independence and
liberty.” 1In reply, the President says, “ I will throw the whole
thing into the campaign as a political issue, and keep in the seclu-
sion of the White House while I pray that some other war will
break out, g0 that I can point to it as a proof of my foresight
and wisdom and the foolishness of the Senate and the people.”
All of which means the country has for a President one who, re-
gardless of every demand of the hour, demands his own way.
What is the remedy for this anomalous situation? It is clearly to
pass this and all other proper legislation that will reassure the
country, and then wait patiently on time and the dispensation of
Divine Providence and the Ameriean voter for the certain solu-
tion of this unprecedented problem.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Nebraska [Mr. ANprEwS].

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of
the House, I heartily indorse the pending resolution and count
it a rare privilege to assist in its passage.

1t reads as follows:

[H. J. Res. 327, Sixty-sixth Congress, second session.]

Joint reseolution terminating the state of war declared to exist April 6,
1917, between the Imperial German Government and the United
States ; permitting on conditions the resumption of reciproeal trade
with Germany, and for other purposes.

Whereas the President of the United States, in the performance of his
constitutional duty to give to the Congress information of the state
of the Union, has advised the Cou)gress that the war with the Impe-
rial German Government has ended :

Resolved, ete., That the state of war declared to exist between the
Imperial German Government and the United States by the joint
reso!u&iou of Congress approvad April 6, 1917, is hereby declared at
an end.

Sgc. 2. That in the interpretation of any provision relating to the
date of the termination of the present war or of the present or exist-
ing emergeney in any acts of Congress, joint resolutions, or proclama-
tions of the President contalning provisions contingent upon the date
of the termination of the war or of the present or existing emergency,
the date when this reselution hecomes cffective shall be construed
and treated as the date of the termination of the war or of the present
or existing emergency, notwithstanding any ﬁro\'lnitm in any act of
Congress or joint resolution providing any other mode of determining
‘t?heedate of the termination of the war or of the present or existing

mergency.

Sec. 3. That with a view to secure reclgrocal trade with the German
Government and its nationals, and for this purpose, it is hereby pro-
vided that unless within 45 days from the date when this resolution
becomes effective the German Government shall duly notify the Presi-
dent of the United States that it has declared a termination of the
war with the United States and that it waives and renounces on
behalf of itself and its nationals any claim, demand, right, or benefit
against the United States or its nationals that it or they would not
have had the right to assert had the United States ratified the treaty of
Versailles, the President of the United States shall have the power,
and it shall be his duty, to proclaim the fact that the German Govern-
ment has mnot given the notification hereinbefore mentioned, and
thereupon and until the P'resident shall have proclaimed the receipt of
such notification, commercial intercourse between the United States
and Germany and the making of loans or credits, and the furnishing
of financial assistance or supplies to the German Government or the
inhabitants of Germany, directly or indirectly, by the Government or
the inhabitants of the United States shall, except with the license of
the President, be prohibited.

Sec. 4. That whoever shall willfully violate the foregoing prohibition
whenever the same shall be in force, shall upon conviction be fined not
more than $10,000, or, if a natural person, imprisoned for not more than
two years, or both ; and the officer, director, or agent of any corporation
who knowingly participates in such violation shall be punished by a
like fine, imprisonment, or both, and any propert_\l', funds, securities,
papers, or other articles or documents, or any vessel, together with her
tackle, apparel, furnifure, and equipment, concerned in such violation,
shall be forfeited to the United States.

SEc. 5. That nothing herein contained shall be construed as a walver
by the United States of any rights, privileges, indemnities, reParatIous,
or advantages to which the United States has become entitled under
the terms of the armistice signed November 11, 1918, or which were
acquired by or are in the possession of the United States by reason of
its participation in the war, or otherwise; and all fines, forfeitures,
penalties, and seizures imposed or made by the United States are hereby
ratified, confirmed, and maintained.

This resolution recalls great historical events. Most of us
sat upon the floor of this House on the 2d of April, 1917, to hear
the message of the President of the United States in relation to
the momentous questions that were then endangering the civili-
zation of the world. As we listened to the words of President
Wilson at that time and reflected upon the grave consequences
involved we found it impossible to banish from our minds the
words “ he kept us out of war.”

Let the American literature of 1916 be flashed upon the screen
in contrast with that war message of April 2, 1917. Let the
citizenship of America to-day consider ealmly and thoughtfully
the significant examples therein revealed. In the midst of such
reflections an irresistible exclamation forced itself into ex-
pression, * What a change!"” Immediately the thoughtful mind
began to search for the reasons and to weigh the consequences
of the future.

The war resolutions passed quickly through the House and
Senate and were approved by the President April 6, 1917, three
years ago last Tuesday. Great events followed one another in
rapid succession as the Army, the Navy, the financial, the in-
dustrial, the commercial, and the agricultural affairs of the Na-
tion sprang into lively activity for the mobilization of an Army
and a Navy of adequate proportions, and also the mobilization
of the financial resourcés of the country to furnish the sinews
of the war. Never had the dogs of war been unleashed in such
a mighty contest before.

Our country was speedily transformed from an era of peace
into an era of war, death, and destruection. The smiling counte-
nances, the merry laughter, the good cheer, the happiness, the
plans, and the hopes of a day of peace were speedily exchanged
for sorrowing faces, tearful eyes, sad volces, throbbing hearts in
the opening days of war.

Fathers and mothers, young men and young women, have
laid aside the cheerfulness of the day of peace and now breathe
the sadness of the days of war. Young men by the millions
turned sorrowfully from their homes to the camps and fields
of battle. What did it all mean? Must this tremendous price
in treasure and life be paid that liberty and free government
may live? What has entered into the soul of humanity that
forces this unspeakable cruelty into the experiences of human
life? Does it cost more to subdue human passion and deliberate
destruction of life and property than it does to supply all the
peaceful agencies of government? Such is the sad commentary
upon the civilization of the world.

Notwithstanding these grave consequences American boys
by the million marched bravely to the front and carried our
flag of liberty across the ocean fo the field of contest on Euro-
pean soils, and helped to destroy tyranny, monarchy, and oppres-
sion. American girls by the thousand and hundreds of thou-
sands turned aside from their schools and ordinary voeations

|
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of life, comfort, and ease to help in war work at home. Many
of them went to the front with their gentle ministrations of
kindnesses, sympathy, and helpfulness in the midst of the
contest. But since the victory and signing of the armistice on
the 11th of November, 1918, what progress have we made
toward the reestablishment of safe and sane government
throughout the world? This period of reconsiruction is quite
as important as the war period itself. Calmness and patient
loyalty to human rights under free government are essential
characteristics that must be molded into the citizenship of the
nations of the world.

‘In the midst of this period of reconstruction came the con-
sideration of the treaty of peace and a League of Nations.
Never in all the history of the world was broad, intelligent,
Christian statesmanship needed more imperatively than it was
at that great crisis. Those great problems demanded broad-
mindedness, the absence of selfish ambitions, the absence of
autocratic, dictatorial manifestations of individoality. We
waited patiently and anxiously during the months covered by
the sessions of the peace commission in Paris. Debates upon
great problems were passing to and fro in the meantime. On
the 10th of July, 1919, the President submitted to the American
Senate the treaty of peace with Germany interlaced with a
covenant for a League of Nations.

It would be unduly painful to attempt to rehearse even a
small portion ef the debates that have followed on that subject
in the Senate and throughout the country. An opportunity
appeared last October for the ratification® of that treaty of
peace and the League of Nations with mild reservations, but
the representatives of the President on the floor of the Senate
rejected all overtures and the debates went on. By and by
a decisive majority of the Senate adopted reservations and
embodied them in a resolutien of ratification. When the treaty
and covenant for the League of Nations was submitted under
that resolution with the reservations the administration di-
rected its rejection, and so it passed to defeat in the Senate on
the 17th of December, 1919. Within a few weeks it was resur-
rected from the files of the Senate, brought forward in- the
second attempt to secure ratification, but after prolonged discus-
sion the administration again directed its rejection, and accord-
ingly on March 19, 1920, it was rejected a second time and
returned to the President with an official notification that the
Senate had failed to advise and consent to its ratification. It
has been since that time in the possession of the President, with
no indication that any movement will be made by him to secure
ratification upon terms agreeable to the Senate.

As the President and the Senate are clothed by our National
Constitution with coordinate powers in making treaties with
foreign Governments, each has its right under the Constitution
to exercise its judgment acecording to its own convictions,

So far as we are able to understand conditions at this time
there is no prospect of an agreement between the President and
the Senate upon this important question.

Each of us, therefore, as Members of the House, having no
authority in the matter of the ratification of the treaty, must
exercise individual judgment as to our duty in relation to the
decision of peace between the United States and Germany.
Nearly 17 months have elapsed since the signing of the armistice,
and yet we are technically at war with Bermany.

For myself I regard it as my Imperative duty to vote for the
adoption of this resolution as a means of removing that legal
technicality which holds our Nation constructively at war with
the German Government. Personally I have been from the
outset, and I am now, in favor of the ratification of the covenant
for a League of Nations with such reservations as will harmonize
it fully with our National Constitution, the Monroe doctrine,
and the settled policies that have made our Nation strong and
great.

When that document was submitted to the Senate two extremes
jimmediately manifested themselves—unqualified ratification on
the one hand and unqualified rejection on the other. Investiga-
tion and discussion brought a majority of the Senate to a com-
promise midway between the extremes. Certain reservations
were agreed upon and adopted_ by a deeisive mmjority of the
Senate, as follows:

Resolution of ratification.

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senalors present concurring therein)
That the Senate advise and consent to the ratification of the treaty of

aee with Germany, concluded at Verzailles on the 28th day of June,

919, subject to the following reservations and unders which
are hereby made a part and condition of this resolution of ratification
which rafification is not to take effect or bind the United States untii
the said reservations and understandings adopted by the Senate have
been acceﬂted as a part and a condition of this resolution of ratification

bﬁ the allled and associated powers, and a failure on the part of the
allied and associated powers to make objection to said reservations and

understandings prior to the de
shall be taken as a full and
understandings b% POWEDS :

1, The United States so understands and construes article 1 that in
case of notice of withdrawal from the Lea of Nations, as provided
in =aid article, the United States shall be the sole judge as to whether
all its international obligations and all its obligations under the sald
covenant have been fulfilled, and notice of withdrawal by the United
States may be given by a concurrent reselution of the Congress of the
United States.

2. The United States assumes no obligation to preserve the territorial
inte| ty or political independence of any other country by the employ-
ment of its military or naval forces, its resources, or uny forms of eco-
nomic diserimination, or to interfere in mgnwa%v In eontroversies between
nations, including all controversies relating fo territorial integrity or
po]lucai indepe ce, whether members of the league or not, under the
%rovisions of article 10, or to cmpiu{ the military or naval forces of the

nited States, under any article of the treaty for any purpose, unless In
any particular case the (o which, under the Constitution, has tha
B0 na‘,vowr to declare war or authorize the umgloyment of the military
or al forces of the United States, shall, in the exercise of full liberty
of actlon, by act or joint resolution so provide.

3. No mandate shall be accepted by the United States under article 22,
part 1, or any other provision of the treaty of ce with Germany, cx-
cept t’iy action of the Congress of the United tes.

4. The United States reserves to itself exclusively the right to decide
what questions are within its domestic jurlsdiction and declares that all
domestic and pelitical questions relating wholly or in part te its in-
ternal affairs, inelud: jmmigration, labor, coastwise trafiic, the tariff,
commerce, the suppression of trafic in women and children and in oplunr
and other dm;Ferous drugs, and all other domestic questions, are solely.
within the jurisdiction of the United States and are not under this treaty
to be su in any way either to.arbitration or to the consideration
of the council or of the assembly of the League of Nations, or any agency
thereof, or to the decision or recommendation of any other power.

5. The United States wiH not submit to arbitration or to inquiry by
the assembly or by the council of the League of Nations, provided for in
said treaty of peace, any questions which in the judgment of the United
States depend upon or relate to its long-established pelicy, commonly
known as the Monroe doctrine ; said doctrine is to be interpreted by the
United States alone and is hereby declared to be wholly outside the
Jjurisdiction of sald League of Nations and entirely u by any
provision contained in the said treaty of peace with Germany.

6. The United States withholds its assent t 157, and
158, and reserves full libe of action with respect to any controversy
which may arise under sald articles.

7. No person is or shall be authorized to represent the United States,
nor any citizen of the United Etates be eligible, as a member of
any body or agency established or authorized by said treaty of ce with
Germany, except pursuant te an act of the Congress of the United States
providing for his appointment and defining his powers and duties,

8. The United States nunderstands that the reparation commission will
regnlate or interfere with exports from the United Stath to Germany,
or from Germany to the United States, only when the United States by
Itlc‘t. or joint resolution of Congress approves such regulation or inter-
erence.

9. The United States shall not be obligated to contribute to any ex-
penses of the Leaguoe of Nations, or of the secretariat, or of any commis-
sion, or committee, or conference, or other agency, organized under the
League of Nations or under the treaty or for the purpose of earrying out
the treaty provisions, unless and until an apgmgﬂatinn of funds avail-
able for such expenses shall have been made { the Congress of the
United States: Provided, That the foregoing limitation sha%{ not apply
to the United States’ proportionate share of the eéxpense of the office
force and salary of the secretary general.

10. No plan for the limitation of armaments groposed by the-ecouneil
of the League of Nations under the provisions of article 8 shall be held
as binding the TUnited States until the same shall have been epted
by Congress, and the United States reserves the right to in se its
armament without the consent of the council whenever the United
States is threatened with invasion or engaged in war.

11, The United States reserves the right to permit, in its discretion,
the nationals of a covenant-breaking Btate, as defined in article 16 of
the covenant of the League of Nations, residing within the United
States or in countries other than such covenant-breaking State, to con-
tinue their commercial, financial, and personal relations with the na-
tionals of the United States.

2. Nothjng in articles 206, 297, or in any of the annexes thereto,
or in any other article, section, or annex of the Mtfg:f peace with
Germany, shall, as against citlzens of the United States, be taken to
mean any confirmation, ratification, or approval of any act otherwlse
ille%ﬂ or in confravention of the rights of eitizens of the United States.

13. The United Btates withholds its assent to Part XIIT (articles
387 to 427, inclusive)

t of ratification by the United States
acceptance of such reservations

unless Congress by act or joint resolution shall
hereafter make provision for resentation in the organization estab-
lished by said Part XIII, and in such event the participation of the
United States will be governed and conditioned by the provisions of

such act or joint resolution.

14. Until Part I, being the covenant of the League of Nations, shall
be so amended as to provide that the United States shall be entitled
to east a number of votes equal to that which any member of the
leagne and its self-governing dominions, colonies, or parts of empire
in the aggregate shall be entitled to cast, the United States assumes
no obligation to be bound, except in cases where Congress has Jm.--
viously given its consent, by any election, decision, report, or finding
of the council or assembly in which any member of the league and its
self-governing dominions, colonies, or parts of empire in the aggregate
have cast more than 1 vote.

The United States assumes no obligation to be hound by any declsion,
report, or finding of the council or assembly arising out of any dispute
between the United States and any member of the league if such mem-
ber or any self-governing dominion, colony, empire, or part of empire
united with it politically has voted.

15, In consenting to the ratification of the treaty with Germany the
United States adheres to the {xm.ncip!ﬁ of self-determination and to the
resolution of sympathy with the aspirations of the Irish people for a
government of their own cholee adopted by the Senate June 6, 1919,
and declares that when such gov;rnment is attained by Ireland, & con-
summation it is hoped Is at hand, it should promptly admitted as a
member of the League of Nations,

These reservations were inserted in the resolution of ratifica-
tion by a majority vote,
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In this connection I urge the gentlemen on the other gide of
the aisle to read and study the clear, forceful speech -delivered
by Senator Hoke S8Mmrra of Georgia and printed in the CoNGRES-
s10NAT. REcorp for March 19, 1820, pages 4588 to 45983.

Those reservations expressing the deliberate judgment of a
decizive majority of the Senate should have been accepted and
the covenant ratified upon that basis long ago. A refusal to
accept the rule of the majority is a positive declaration that the
minority shall rule. No one can consistently advocate democ-
racy :and the rule by the minority at one and the same time,
He may say, “ Make the world safe for democracy,” but at the
same time he says, “Make America safe for @autocracy "—rule
by the minarity, even one person. :

The ConGRESSIONAL REcorp demonstrates that the treaty of
peace with Germany and the proposed covenant of the League
of Nations could have been ratified last October, also on the 17th
of last December and again on the 19th .of last March with the
Senate reservationg, if the will and recorded judgment of a
decisive majority of the Senate had been permitted to control.

Sinee a minority has repudiated the rule of the majority and
thus substituted autocracy for democracy, ratification by the
Senate under existing conditions seems impossible. The House,
therefore, should go to the full limit of its authority in the
restoration of peace by repealing the war resolution enacted by
the House and Senate and approved by the President on the 6th
day of April, 1917. Such action avill prepare the way for the
repeal of the oppressive war statutes which clothed the Tresi-
dent with arbitrary and dictatorial power. The business and
citizens of the country should be relieved as speedily as possible
from those oppressive war measures.

It has been stated on the other side of the aisle that the pas- |
sage of this resolution will be an embarrassment to the Presi-
dent. He can aveid all embarrassment by signing the resolution
as soon as it reaches the White House. If the gentlemen on the
other ‘gide of the aisle wish to remove their embarrassment, let |
them vote for the resolution, and we will give the country the
peace that it has been demanding for many menths. [App‘lmlsei
on the Republican side.]

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from,
Wiseonsin [Mr. Nensox].

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I ask nnmlimous
consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin already lnﬁn
that privilege.

Mr. FLOOD. DMr. Speaker, T yield te the gentleman twm
Alabama [Mr. Raixey].

Mr. RATNEY of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, the attainment of
peace with its manifold blessings is a consummation devoutly to
be wished. Dut peace at any price, peace in violation of the
Constitution, peace in usurpation of.vested constitutional au-
thority, peace contrary to all the honored precedents and estab-
lished forms of the American Government is more to be. despised
by a great and courageous people than toibe desived. On yester-
day gentlemen loudly exclaimed that the people demand peace.
The American people do demand peace, but they demand a con-'
stitutional and an honorable peace. They are not now, and
will never be, willing to destroy the constitutional basis of the
American Government, conceived in the wisdom and experience |
of our fathers, in order to gain the accomplishment of any end,
and much less the accomplishment of the ambitious aims of a |
political party seeking to ride through popular favor over con-
stitutional authority into pelitieal power.

Loud complaint was made here yesterdany that all the allied |
nations are now at peace with Germany, while America is tech-
nically still at war. All the other allied mations -were wise
enough to ratify the treaty of peace, while America, bound and |
fettered by designing politicians, has been held back while those |
politicians gambled on the destiny of our country over the,
graves of our soldiers who died that America might live. The |
Constitution expressly provides that the President shall have the |
power, by and with the advice and censent of the Benate, to|
make treaties, provided two-thirds of the Senators present con- |
cur. No one surely, I presume, will say that the House of Repre-
sentatives has any authority whatever in the negotiation, mak-;
ing, or rafification of treaties, The sole gquestion then remains
whether the joint resolution, or declaration of peace, under con-
sideration, if consummated, is a treaty. The consensus of all
authority is that a treaty is an agreement made by negotiation
or diplomacy; specifically, an agreement, league, or contract
between ‘two or more States or sovereigns, formally signed by
representatives duly authorized, and solemnly ratified by the
several sovereigns, or the supreme power of each State, unless
the treaty Is personally concluded by the sovereigns or other |
persons exerctsing the sole treaty-making power.

The joint reselution before the House provides, among other
things, that Germany must aceept the terms thereof within 45
days from the date when the reselution becomes effective, and
unless ‘Germany does accept or agree fp said terms then the
United States shall prohibit commercial intercourse between
ihis country and Germany, also prohibit the making of loans or
credits, .and the furnishing of financial assistance or supplies
to the German Government or the inhabitants of Germany. It
is clear, therefore, Mr. Speaker, that in order to make this
resolution effective Germany must acguiesce in and agree to
the terms of the resolution. Henece, the joint resolution here pro-
posed is an attempt by the House of Representatives to nego-

| tiate a treaty; an attempt to msurp the functions of the Presi-

dent and the Senate of the United States; an attempt to vio-
late the Constitution and here set up, in defiance of constituted
autherity, an arbitrary power. This daring political move -an
the part of the dominant party in this House ; this open defianee
of constituted authority; this bold attempt at usurpation of
vested constitutional authority finds no precedent anywhere in
all the annals of American history.

In every instance where the United States was involved in
war with a foreign nation the termination of that war was af-
fected through a treaty of peace. The Revolution terminated
in the treaty of Paris, September 3, 1783. Following the War
of 1812, President Madison, availing this Government of the
offer of Russia as mediator between the United States and
Great Britain, nominated, as envoys extraordinary and ministers
plenipotentiary, Albert Gallatin, James A. Bayard, and John
Quincy Adams. The President forwarded to the Senate, May 29,
1813, the nominations made for confirmation. On July 19, 1813,
the Senate confirmed the nominations with the exception of
Gallatin. Subsequently the British Government refused the
mediation of Russia and sought to treat directly with our Gowv-
ernment. The President proceeded immediately to nominate
John Quincy Adams, James A. Bayard, Henry Clay, and Jona-
than Russell as the commissioners to effect a treaty of peace with
the British Government. On January 18, 1814, four days after
the nominations were made, the Senate confirmed them. On
February 9, 1814, Gallatin was again named by President Madi-
son, and his nomination was duly confirmed. The treaty of
(Ghent was signed on December 24, 1814, and unanimously rati-
fied by the Senate .on February 16, 1815.

Directly following the victory of American arms at Buena
Vista, in the Mexican War, President Polk appointed Nicholas
Trist .as a representative to negotiate a treaty of peace with
Mexico. The President and his Cabinet drafted a treaty, and
on April 16, 1847, Trist, in secrecy, and traveling under an as-
sumed name, went to New -Orleans with the treaty. The Mexi-
can authorities refused this treaty and offered in lien thereof
another treaty. Finally, February 2, 1848 Trist succeeded in
concluding a treaty with the Mexlcan plenipotentiaries, and the
Senate ratified this treaty on March 10, 1848, which is known as
the treaty of Guadalupe ngalgo

The Spanish-American War was concluded in the treaty of
Paris, December 10, 1898, and was ratified by the SRenate of the
United States February 6, 1899. No attempt heretofore has ever
been made by any Congress to transgress the Constitution in
the settlement of any war or concluding of peace.

In the War with Mexico there was much opposition in the
United States to the prosecution of that war. Efforts were made
through Congress-to terminate the war. These efforts, it is
claimed, were not altogether honest, but used as instruments to
embarrass and discredit the administration. These effarts, how-
ever, do not come up to the high-handed proceedings here pro-
posed, but consisted in measures fo terminate the war by cutting
off or limiting appropriations and efforts to exercise pressure
on the President by political strategy and maneuvering. These
efforts were designed to so cripple the Chief Executive as to
render further prosecution of the Mexican War impracticable
or impossible. The joint resolution before us seeks not only to
embarrass the Chief Executive but to usurp the authority ex-
pressly vested in him and in the Senate by the Constitution. It
is n deliberate effort to negotiate a treaty of peace with Germany,
and it is sorprising that the joint resolution fails to nominate
certain persons as ambassadors and ministers plenipotentiary
to Germany.

Permanent peace following a war can only be properly attained
by negotiation of a trea In the event the proposed legislative
act passes and is signed by the President, then Germany, within
45 days, must enact a corresponding declaration of peace, in
terms accepting and agreeing to the provisions set forth in the
joint resolution. Such a peace would be one without definite
conclusions—a peace fraught with a multitude of lawsuits over
alien property and property rights, countless complications aris-
ing from German vessels seized and in American ports—in short,
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it wounld be an inconclusive, unsettled, disjointed, undefined
peace, After the inhuman sinking of the TLausitapia America
specifically entered the war in order to maintain the rights of
our ships as a neutral nation upon the high seas, and the rights of
American citizens on foreign commercial vessels sailing the high
seas to be protected against submarine warfare, These rights
Germany bitterly disputed and lannched forth her unrestricted
submarine warfare., If this resolution is to be the treaty for
the conclusion of peace with Germany, none of these indis-
putable rights will be established ; the millions of dollars of alien
property in custody will become involved; the $25,000,000 of
seized German vessels will be a subject of dispute, together with
‘countless complications that will inevitably arise. The brand of
peace proposed would indeed be a makeshift, charged with in-
numerable embarrassments and guillotining the glorious victory
;{f achieved at such a tremendous sacrifice i money, blood, and

e,

Such a consummation would be the negotiation of a separate
peace with Germany, regardless of and ignoring our allies. How-
ever much we may conjecture as to such a peace, we but waste
time and spend our thoughts in extravagant waste, It is utterly
impossible to conceive that any President of the United States
would ever sign such a document. The presidential veto, to all
sane men at least, is a foregone conclusion, and the American peo-
ple will loyally, patriotically sustain him in that veto. No po-
litical party can commit a travesty on law, defeat constitutional
authority, and maintain the confidence and respect of the peo-
ple. Such an unwise procedure in an endeavor to blind the
people is but a rude makeshift and will fail to stiffiy bear
them up.

Is there any man here so unwise as to believe the President
would sign such a resolution? Or is there any man here so
foolish as to believe that two-thirds of either House would pass
such a resolution over his veto? Miserable scapegoat for duties
unperformed by the dominant political party! It is only a
seductive whirlpool, fraught with countless dangers to the
Republic had it the semblance of passage; but impotent and
impossible as it is, it resolves itself into a political trick and
scheme which inevitably must turn upon its c¢reator to wreck a
much-deserved punishment and chastisement.

It is contended by some, as was asserted by the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr., HuppLesTtoN] on yesterday, that he favored the
resolution, and presumably for two reasons: First, hecause public
sentiment demands peace, and second, because “ the people con-
tinne to groan under harsh and restrictive war laws.” Tn answer
to his first assignment, let me say to the gentleman that the
American people are averse to the conclusion of any peace other
than an honorable one; a peace in violation of the Constitution
is not an honorable peace. As to his second contention, let me
say that it is not essential to the repealing of burdensome war
moeasures that a peace resolution should be passed. The Repub-
lHean Party could long ago have repealed these war measures
had they desired to have done so.

Let us hope that constitutional procedure will be the only
course America will follow. In that no question is ever settled
until it is settled right, let us hope that the President and the
Senate will yet negotiate a righteous peace, preserving all the
rights that American soldiers fought and died for, and for which
the American people sacrificed and prayed. Gentlemen, lay
aside, in this solemn hour of the Republic, partisanism and po-
litical hatred—assume a virtue, if you have it not. Though
ardent in politics and zealous for coming victory, let these am-
bitions not usurp your patriotism as your resolution seeks to
usurp constituted authority. Let patriotism, wisdom, and unity
of purpose prevail in this crucial period for the common good and
the glory of the Republic.

When the proposition of the passage of this resolution is based
upon a purely legal and constitutional status the position of
those who favor the resolution is absolutely untenable, while
the position of those opposed to the reselution is sustained by
precedent, the Constitution of the United States, and every
authority on international law. As a part of my remarks, I
herein embody a memorandum furnished me by the Library of
Congress, as follows:

Memorandum relative to the power of Congress to declare a state of
peace through the agency of a joint or a concurrent resolution.

This rLuostion. it appears, was rca]lrgntici ted in the discussion
in the Federal Convention on August 17, 1757, with regard to the
powers that should be bestowed upon Congress. The following excerpt
taken from Madison’s Journal is lluminating :

“To make war )

“ Mr. Pinkney opposed the vesting this power in the legislature. Its
roceedings were too slow. It would meet but once a year, The House of
epresentatives would be too numerous for such deliberations, The Sen-

ate would be the best depositary, being more acquainted with fore

affairs, and most capable of proper resolutions. If the States are equally
represented in Senate, so as to give no advantage to large States, the
power will notwithstanding be safe, as the small have their all at stake in

such cases as well as the large States,
anthority to make war and another peace.

“ Mr. BurLer, The objections against the legislature lie in a great
degree againat the Senate, He was for vesting the power in the
President, who will have all the reguisite qualities and will not make
war but when the Nation will support it.

“ Mr. Hiadlson] and Mr. Gerry moved to insert ‘declare,’ striking
mt!tt - kl:ake' war, leaving to the Executive the power to repel sudden
attacks.

“Mr. Sherman thought it stood very well.
able to repel and not to commence war,
the latter narrowing the power too much.

*““Mr. Gerry never expected to hear in a Republic a motion to em-
power the Executive alone to declare war,

“ Mr. ELLsworTH. There is a material difference between the cases
of making war and making peace. It should be more easy to get out
of war than into it. War also is a simple and overt declaration; peace
attended with intrieate and secret negotiations.

“* Mr, Mason was against giving the power of war to the Executive, be-
cause not [safely] to be trusted with it, or to the Senate, because not so
constructed as to be entitled to it. lie was for clogging rather than

It would be singular for one

The Executive should be
* Make ' better than * declare,

tacilli{mting war, but for facilitating peace. He prefer “declare’ to
‘ make.’

“On the motion to insert 'declare’ in place of ‘make’ [it was
agreed t

o],

‘“N. H., no; abst,; Cont., no; Pa., ay.; Del., ay.; Md., ay,; Va., ay.;
N. C.,ay.; 8. C., ay.; Geo., ay. [Ayes T, noes 2, absent 1.]

* Mr, Pinkney's motion to strike out whole clause, disagd. to without
call of States. .

* Mr, Butler moved to give the legislature power of peace, as they
werg to have that of war.

“Mr, Gerry 2ds. him. 8 Senators may‘f:ossib!y exercise the power if
vested In that body, and 14 if all should be present, and may conse-
quently give up part of the U. States. The Senate are more
be corrupted by an enemy than the whole legislature,

“ On motion for adding * and peace " after * war.” 3

“N. H.. no; Mas., no; Ct., no; I's,, no; Md., no; Va, no; N. C.,
{no); 8. C., no. [Ayes 0, nocs 10.]

* Adjourned.”

In this connection, Dr. William Rawle, in his view of the Constitu-
tion (Philadelphia, 1829, p. 110-111), remarks:

*“Treaties by which peace is completely restored may, as already
shown, be made by the President and Senate alone, without the con-
currence, and against the will of the House of Representatives,

“1t has been made a subject of doubt whether the power to make
war and peace should not be the same, and why a smaller part of the
Government should be entrusted with the latter than the former.
Sufficient reasons may certainly be assigned for the distinetion. Peace
is seldom effected without preparatory discussion, often of length and
difficulty, the conduct of which, of course, belongs only to the Presi-
dent and Senate. War is always an evil; peace is the cure of that evil.

“War should always be avoided as long as possible, and although it
may happen to be brought on ug before observed, without the previous
assent of Congress, yet a regular and formal war should never be
entered into without the united approbation of the whole Legislature,
But although a peace is seldom obnoxious and unacceptable to the
publie, yet its necessity or propriety may not always be apparent, and
a public disclosure of the urgent motives that really exist in favor
of it, may bhe prejudicial. The people have, in such case, a stronger
maotive for relying on the wisdom and justice of the President and
Senate, than in the ecase of ordinary treaties. They are less likely
than a larger body to be influenced by partial views or oceasional
inflammation, and the very circumstance of the smalluess of their
numbers increases their responsibility to public opinion.”

Mr. Joseph Story, in his valuable Commentaries on the Constitution
(Boston, 1872, p. 88), contributes the following :

“BECc. 1173. In the convention, in the first draft of the Constitution,
the power was given merely ‘ to make war.'! It was subsequently, and
not without some struggle, altered to its present form. It was pro
to add the power ‘to make peace,’ but this was unanimously rejected
upon the plain ground that it more properly belonged to the treaty-
making Power._ The experience of Congress, under the confederation,
of the difficulties attendant upon vesting the treaty-making power in a
large legislative body, was too deeply felt to justify the hazard of
another experiment.”

Mr. J. 1. C. Hare. in his treatise on American Constitutional Law
(Boston, 1889, p. 171-172), first contrasts the systems of government
in the United States and England, and then with reference to the Presi-
dent of the United States he adds: “ He is as much the representative
of the entire people of the United States as any Member of Congress
can be of his district, and should therefore exercise the discretionary

wers confided to him by the Constitution in the way that he may deem
rest ealeulated twromutc the welfare of tlie country, which may not
be the way deem best by Congress. Take, for instance, the case of
a war which Congress thinks unnecessary or unjust and wishes to close
on terms that the enemy are willing to accept. Still, it is the right
of the President, and not of Congress, to determine whether the terms
are advantageous, and if he refuses to make peace the war must go on.”

The legal authorities on international law, heretofore referred
to, holding that a treaty of peace is necessary to establish g
state of peace, T quote as follows:

Fiore: A war between two or more States can only be considered as
legally ended by the conclusion of peace stipulated in a final treaty

iable to

of peace,

}\?illmry occupation, although extended over a considerable period of
time and rendered stable by the constitutional government, ean not
have the effect of causing the war to be considered as legally at an
end, as the result of the tacit relinquishment of the territory occupied ;
but a formal treaty shall always be uired, which shall recognize the
new state of affairs, and thus war shall be declared at an end. 7

When under the provisions of constitutional law peace can only be
concluded on condition that the treaty be ratiled by the legislative
hodies, the war must be considered at an end b{ the stipulation of the
ireaty of peace, but subject to the condition subsequent of ratification.
The agrecment must, however, be regarded as effective and can pot be
considered as broken unless the legislative assemblies have osﬂml re-
fused to ratify the treaty. (Fiore, Pasquale, International w Codi-
fied, secs, 1953, 1955, 1961.)

Lawrence: War between civilized States is almost invariably ended
by a treaty of peace. It has sometimes happened that the belligerents
have exhausted themselves and tacitly ceased from further operations,
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but there are no recent instances of such a termination to hostilities in
a struggle of qeilf consequence, except the withdrawal of the French
troops from Mexico in 1867 at the Instigation of the United States.
Wars may come to an end th.rou%h the destruction of one of the com-
munities enga in them, as Poland was destroyed by the third par-
tition, or as the Southern Confederacy fell after four years of strenu-
ous warfare. In such cases no treaty is possible because there is no
body politic left for the victor to treat with. Great Britain, however,
strained a point in 1902 because of the special circumstances of the
Boer War and consented to megotiate with the leaders of the Boer
commandoes still in the field against her, though the Governments in
whose name they waged war had to govern and no longer exer-
cised any powers of sovereignty over definite territorial areas. But
when each of the belligerents preserves its political identity after the
war a treaty is drawn embodying the conditions of peace, W=
remce, T. J., Principles of International Law, sec. 217.)

Bluntschli: War is terminated b{ the conclusion of peace, i. e, by
0 treaty between the belligerent States fixing the conditions and reﬂllm
tions of the renewed state of peace. (Bluntschli, Dr. J. C., Das Mod-
erne Vilkerrecht, sec. T03.)

Pomeroy: * * * practice has become universal, and as such in-
corporated into the egositlve law of nations, that all treaties should be
written and executed with ﬁreat formality. Whenever an agreement
in the nature of a compact is verbal it must be reduced to writing as
soon as possible. ;

he comsent must be positive and certain, but it may have this
guality of positiveness, and be either express or tacit or implied. A
tacit or implied consent would gen ¥ have place in the case of a
ratification, But mere silonce would never amount to an implied con-
sent ; there must be some gosithre act indicating the assenting intention
of the party. (Pomeroy, J. N., International Law, sec. 272,

Oppenheim : ¥ publicists correctly call a treaty of peace the nor-
mal mode of terminating war. On the one hand, simxle cessation of
hostilities is cert-.i.nl&}nn 1 lar mode, (Oppenheim, L., International
Law, vol. 2, sec. 260.) Sugjugation. on the other hand, is in most
cases either not within the scope of the intention of the victor or not
reelizable, And it is quite reasonable that a treaty of Peuce should be
the normal end of war. (Oppenheim, International Law, vel. 2,

Rivier, A.: Hostilitles may cease and a de facto state of peace may
be established without a special treaty of peace, This, however, is a
rare occurrence and may be regarded as an anomaly.

or later a treaty of ce will have to take the J’]lm of the
de ract}c- state of peace. (Rivier, A, Lehrbuch des Vdlkerrechts,
sec, 69.
AUTHORITIES HOLDING THAT A TREATY OF FPEACE 18 NOT ABSOLUTELY

NECESSARY TO ESTABLISH A STATE OF PEACE,

Phillimore : There appear to be three ways by which war may be con-
cluded and xéme restored ; \

1. By a de facto cessation of hostilities on the part of both bel-
ligerents and a renewal de facto of the relation of peace.

2. By the unconditional submission of one belligerent to another.

3 3. B{s the conmclusion of a formal treaty of peace between the bel-
gerents,

A formal declaration on the part of the belligerents that war has
ceased, however usual and desirable, can not be said to be absolutely
necessary for the restoration of peace. War may silently cease and

ce be silently renewed. So ended the war between Sweden and
t’moland in the y2ar 1716, namely. by a rocal intermission of hos-

; it was not until after tha lapse of 10 years that peace was
gmgs.u;r and de jure zged as subsisting between the two
ngdoms,
In gueh a state of t the F_resumptlnn of law would be that both
rties had that the status quo anie bellum should be revived.

et, in the absence of ang formal declaration, it would not be concluded
that the claims which ha ven oceasion to the war, or which had grown
out of the war, were abandoned, but they must be considered as in abey-
ance., In fact, it is as difficult to predicate the consequences, legal and
practical, of such a state of thinga as It would be to predicate the
o uences of a treaty of peace which contained no clause of amnesty.
(Phillimore, 8ir. Robert, International Law, pt. 12, ch. 1, Fars 510, 511.)

Oppenheim : Be that as it may, a war may be terminated in three
different ways. Belligerents may, , abstain from further acts of
war and glide into peaceful relations without expressly making peace
through a special trealy. Or, secondly, belligerents may formally estab-
lish the condition of peace through a special trmtg of peace. Or,
utn‘l.rdly. a belligerent may end the war through subjugation of his
adversary.

The regular modes of termination of war are treaties of peace or sub-
jugation, but cases have occurred in which simple cesaation of all acts
of war on the of both belligerents has actnally and informally
brought the war to an end. Thus ended in 1716 the war between Sweden
and Poland, 1720 the war between Spaln and France, in 1801 the war
between Russia and Persia, in 1876 the war between France and Mexico.
And it may also be mentioned that, whereas the war between
and several German States in 1866 came to an end through subjuga-
tion of some States and through treaties of peace with others, Prussia
has never concluded a treaty of peace with the Principality of Lichten-
stein, which was also a party to the war. Although soch a termination
of war through simgle cessation of hostilities is for many reasons in-
convenient, and is therefore, as a rule, avoided, it may nevertheless in
the future as in the past occasionally occur. (Oppenheim, L., Interna-
tional Law, sees. 261, 262.)

Heffter : It is not necessary that the termination of a state of war shall
be formally declared by the be!liq:emnt parties, although it is advisable
and customary. Hostilities ma silently ended. ter friendly rela-
tions have thus been reestabl neither party mhy claim privileges
which may accrue from a continued state of war. (Heffter, A. W., Das
Europitische Vikerrecht der Gegenwart, sec. 177.)

Seward : It is certain that a condition of war ean be raised without an
authoritative declaration of war, and, on the other hand, the sitnation
of peace may be restored by the long sus
treaty of peace being made. History is
period of suspension of war is necessary to justify the presumption of
the restoration of peace has never yet n settled, and must every
case be determined with reference to collateral facts and circumstances.

The mccedin? of Spain and Chile which have been referred t
nithw;ﬁ coneclusive, reguire an explanation on the of either o
those powers which shall insist that the condition of war still exists.
Peru, espec g; with 8 , has an absolute right to decline the good
offices or mediation of the United States for peace as either has to
accept the same. The refusal of either would be inconelusive as an
evidence of determination to resume or continue war. It is the

1 of such occurrences. What

nsion of hostilities without a

interest of the United States, and of all nations, that the return of
ce, however it may be brought about, shall be accepted whenever
t has become clearly established. Whenever the United States shall

find itself ob to decide the question whether the war still exists
between 8 and Pern, or whether that war has come to an en
it will that decision only after having carefully ed al

examin
shall be within its reach, and after having
given due eonsideration to such representations as shall have been
made by the several parties interested. (SBeward, W.,
Btate, to Mr. Goiii Sqanlsh minister, July 9, 1865, TU. 8. Diplomatic
Correspondence, 1868, I, 82, 34.) .

Vattel: We skall therefore content ourselves with observing that
in case of a pressing necessity, such as is produced by the evenis of
an unfortunate war, the alienations (of a part of a Btate) made by
the prinee in order to save the remainder of the Btate are con-
sidered as approved and ratified by the mere silence of the natiom,
when she has not, in the form of her government, retained some easy
and ordinary method of giving her express consent, and has lodged an
%bsognlt% pg;re;’ in thel lince’s hands. (Vattel, E. de, Law of Nations,

00 » Ch. sec, 11,

Hall: War is terminated by tbe conclusion of a treaty of peace, by
simple cessation of hostilities, or by tle conguest of one, or of part’
of one, of the belligerent States by the other. (Hall, W. E, A
Treatise on International Law, .I1I, ch. 9.)

EFFECT OF TERMINATION OF WAR THROUGH SIMPLR CESSATION OF
HOSTILITIES,

Oppenheim : Since in the case of termination of war wroggfl simpla
cessation of hostilities no trzatf of peace embodies the conditions of

ace between the former belligerents, the question arises whether
he status which existed between the parties before the outbreak of
war, the status quo ante bellum, should be revived, or the status
which exists between the parties at the time when they simply ceased:
hostilities, the status guo post bellum (the uti possidetis), ean be
upheld. The majority of publicists correctly maintain that the status
which exists at the time of cessation of hostilities becomes silently
recognized through such cessation, and is, therefore, the basis of the -
future relations of the parties. his question is of the greatest im-
portance regarding enemy territory militarlly occupled by a belligerent
at the time hostilities cease. According to the correct opinion, such.
territory can be annexed by the occupier; the adversary, through the
cessation of hostilities, having dro all rights he possessed over such
territory. On the other hand, this termination of war through cessa-
tion of hostilities contains no decision regarding such claims of the
parties as have not been settled the actual position of affairs at
the termination of hostilities, and it remains for the parties to settle
them by speclal agreement or to let them stand over. (Oppenbeim,
L., International Law, see. 263.) -

EFFECT OF REJECTION OF RATIFICATION OF PEACE TREATTY.

Fiore: As soon as the decision not to ratify the treaty has been
ﬁuagly reached, the law of war shall once more be in full force and
hostile acts may again be undertaken without reservation or conditiom,..
(Fiore, Pasquale, International Law Codified, sec. 1962.) :

Westlake: The contracting authorities, of whom only one can, in
general, be present at the court where the treaty is signed, reserve to
themselves the power to conclude finally. The ratification may be re.
fused by any party; and although this: would be offensive if done with-
out ve r , it is impossible to limit the right of doing it, and
there are sufficient examples of its being done even g for ministers:
who all along had control over the negotiations. here the contract-
ing authority is shared by a body ha no such control, as the
Senate of the United States, refusal of ratification may result from the
exercige of independent judgment, and is very natural. Such a body
will occasionally attempt to quahty its ratification by a modification:
of the terms of the treaty, but such a proceeding is nothing more than
the proposal of a new treaty, which may or may not accepted,
(Westlake, J., International Law, Pt. I, ch. 12.)

INSTANCES WHERE RATIFICATION OF TREATIES WAS REFUSED,

Twiss: It may happen after a treaty has been signed by the plenipo-
tentiary of a nation that grave circumstances occur under which the
provisions of the treaty may be likely to have a prejudicial effect upon
the interests of that nation which were not known at the time of
signature. Under such circumstances the sovereign power of a nation
is by usage justified in declining to ratify the treaty. Thus, the King
of the Netherlands refused in 1841 to ratify a treaty for the 1nmr¥o-
ration of Luxemburg into the Customs Union of the Germanic States
on the ground of the injurious effects which it was lik
upon the commercial interests of his subjects, which had hmuﬂ:t
to his knowl subsequently to the signature of the treaty. So the
King of the French declined 1841 to ratify the &uaﬂmple treaty for
the suppression of the slave trade on account of the objections raised
against it in the French Chambers. So Great Britain declined in 1859
to ratify a treaty which her miinister plenipotentiary had concluded
with Nicaragua, and Nicaragua in the same year declined to ratify her
convention with Great Britain for the settlement of the Greytown
and Mosquito question. If, however, there should be an express pro-
vision that the preliminary engagements shall take effect immedia 1]1{
without waiting for the exchange of ratifications, such a treaty w
be an exception to the rule, (Twiss, T., the Law of Nations, sec. 233,)

It is, thetrefore, evident and beyond all question that the pro-
ponents of this resolution and its supporters have arrayed
themselves against all constituted authority and against the
recognized authorities on international law. It can not be
presumed that all the gentlemen on the other side in this House
are ignorant of international law, er that they are unaware of
the fact that their position can not be legally and constitution-
ally maintained. The proposition, therefore, narrows itself
down to the justified presumption that the Republican leaders.
in Congress have deliberately launched a political scheme, haz-
arding the rights of the Republic and in defiance of the Consti-
tution, in order to mislead the public, embarrass the administra-
tion, and with the hope that they may gain political ascendancy
in the fall. tions.

Utah [Mr. WELLING].

the pertinent facts which

to exercise

peaker, I yield to the gentleman from
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Mr. WELLING. Mr. Speaker, I shall vote against the pending
resolution. I am not a lawyer and have no right to assume
or pretend to be able to pass upon the question from a lawyer's
point of view. I have during the course of this debate, however,
listened to at least two great addresses directed to the consti-
tutionality of this proposed resolution. Both the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. VENABLE] and the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ConnarLY] have presented arguments which no Member of
the majority in favor of this resolution has undertaken seriously
to combat or answer, 4

Every proponent of this resolution has addressed himself to
the question of expediency. They declare, in effect, that the
President and the Senate have failed to bring about peace in a
constitutional way. These agencies, clearly under the mandate
of the Constitution charged with the duty of making a treaty,
having done wrong, it is now proposed that we do a thing con-
fessedly indefensible and wrong to correct the evil

A man does not need to be a lawyer, either constitutional or
otherwise, to have some regard for his oath of office as a Mem-
ber of this great body. A careful reading of the debate on the
treaty-making and war-making power under the Constitution
clearly reveals the fact that the framers of that great instru-
ment did not jntend that the House should participate in the
framing of a treaty or concluding peace with a foreign power.
To the contrary, by unanimous vote, these men denied the right
of the House to have any part in the business of making peace.

At a time of uncertainty like this, when the passions of men
lead them to denounce our institutions and our laws, it seems a
shame that a great party should lend itself to a deliberate viola-
tion of the supreme law simply to obtain what they hope to be a
political advantage.

Much as I desire the resumption of normal prewar conditions,
I refuse to barter for them by tearing down the very foundations
of liberty and free government. At a time when we should be
holding up the principles of free constitutional government, the
Republicans of this House are by this resolution exchanging
those principles for a political mess of pottage.

The excuse for all this is a pretended desire to escape from the
essential restrictions and oppressive prohibitions of necessary
war-time legislation. Section 2 of this resolution repeals in one
sentence 65 such laws. The hypocrisy and insincerity of such
proceeding is clearly apparent upon a simple statement of our
legislative history for the past year. The Republican Party has
been in complete control of both branches of Congress during
that time, and Congress has been continuously in session. Every
day for a full year this House has been organized and competent
to consider and repeal any one or all of these laws. No such
action has ever been presented for consideration of this body.
Not only so, but no committee has yet during all that time ever
considered the repeal of these laws, much less reporting such
legislation for action of the House. Furthermore, no member
of the majority has yet been able to point to any measure he
has proposed looking to the repeal of these necessary war-time
laws, Perhaps one exception to this general statement should
be made, namely, the railroad-control act, which terminated Gov-
ernment operation of railroads. But this was not done until
the President had fixed the date for the return of the roads,
Later, on account of the delay of this Iouse in providing the
necessary laws, the President was forced to extend the time,
giving the House an additional 60 days in which to act.

This failure of the majority to consider the repeal of any of
these war-time laws is all the more remarkable because it has
been notorious that we have literally spent monihs here with
nothing important to do. Those who remained here during all
the dreary months of last summer remember well that the result
of our work then was accurately described as * chicken-feed
legislation ” by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Maxx], who
manifested his own distaste and disgust with the proceedings
by going home for the summer and recommending that his col-
leagues do the same thing.

The Republicans of this House, as a basis for this meddling
with our treaty-making power, seize eagerly upon the nobleutter-
ance of the President on November 11, 1918, wherein he stated:
“The war thus comes to an end.” Their hypoerisy in basing
tlre whole structure of this pesolution upon a rhetorical state-
ment that the fighting had stopped is apparent when it is known
of all men that the Supreme Court has held that war-time laws
could only be terminated by their repeal, or the signing of a
treaty of peace, and the proclamation of that peace by the
President. - :

For months you have shown a studied disregard of the plain
demand of the President in regard to the repeal of war laws
in a proper and orderly manner. - % 3

In his message to this House on Octoler 27 esident
said: :

I object to and can not approve that part of this legislation with
reference to war-time prohibition. It has to do with the enforcement
of an act which was passed by reason of the emergencies of the war,
and whose objects have been satisfied in the demobilization of the
Army and Navy, and whose repeal I have already sought at the hands
of Congress. ‘here the purposes of particular legislation arising out
of war emergency have been satisfied, sound public policy makes clear
the reason and necessity for repeal.

Here is an express demand for the repeal of one war-time
law and a general statement recommending the repeal of the
others. The very men to-day who denounce these war laws
voted that day to keep the particular one then under discussion
in force in spite of the veto of the President, and they have
refused ever since to seek the repeal of any others.

Moreover, the men who to-day denounce the continuance of
war-time laws and demand their repeal were only 30 days ago
denouncing the President because he did not prosecute so-called
coal profiteers and sugar profiteers under the terms of these
same laws. As this debate proceeds to-day the forces of labor
are ominously threatening a great strike on the railroads of
this country, and it will not be n week before some Republican
rises in his place here and denounces the President for failure
to act under these same restrictive measures.

What is the effect of this resolution? You say to Germany
by this abortion of justice, ** Shake hands. War is not such a
bad thing after all. We forgive you for sinking our ships and
murdering our women and children upon the high seas. We
approve of your inhuman slaughter of our men from Chateau-
Thierry, through San Mihiel and the Argonne Forest, to the
armistice at Sedan. We are now willing to make a separate
peace with you, disregarding all claims of reparations and
without your promise of any reform. We cheerfully abandon
Belgimn without your promise of reparation or reconstruction
or indemnities. We leave France without guaranties and furn
our back upon England and Italy, We invite you to rape and
destroy the new government set up in central and southern
Europe. And after you have accepted our resolution, we will
come to you, hat in hand, and ask you to form a more extended
treaty of peace.” No more contemptible attitude of servility
wis ever assumed by any nation since history began than is
contemplated by the House to-day.

Thank God at last for the obstinacy and self-righteousness of
the Senate of the United States. Having sought to usurp the
power of the Executive in this treaty making business, they are
unlikely to abdicate to this House in a wmatter over which they
have undoubted concurrent jurisdiction.

The majority in this House have by their action to-day and
by their words throughout this debate been given a rare op-
portunity to eriticize the President and denounce his conduct
of our foreign relations. * During this debate men on that side
of the aisle have broken into delighted applause when the sick-
ness of the President was mentioned. It is probable that no
public man in the history of our Government was ever so hated
by those who would tear him down from the high place he has
won in the affections of his countrymen and the statesmanship
of the world. He is passing to-day through the bitter ex-
perience of every lofty spirit which has swayed the destiny of
the world in times that are past. As I contemplate his place in
history and see about me the weaknesses and failings of those
to-day who hate his success, I am reminded of the force and
justice of what was said 2,000 years ago:

Thou hypocrite, first cast ont the beam out of thine own eye; and
then shalt thou see clearly to cast out the mote out of thy brother's
eye.,

[Applause.]

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. McKEowxN]. -

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Speaker, no one who witnessed celebra-
tions of the news of the signing of the armistice can ever forget
the unbounded happiness of the mothers and fathers of
America. Hostilities had come to an end. The gallant soldiers
of the Republic had suddenly brought the world's greatest war
to a close and would soon return to the arms of their loved
ones at home. The American people love peace and hate war,
and it was their hope that the end had come to all wars. The
terms of the armistice were such as to preclude the enemy from
renewing hostilities, Everyone knew that the war was at an
end so far as further fighting was concerned.

It became necessary to draft the treaty of peace, and the
foremost men of the allied nations met at Versailles, and
among the group was the President of the United States,
Before the treaty was completed or its terms known the ene-
mies of the President commenced a hue and cry in this country
about his going to Hurope to negotiate the treaty and tried to
cause him every embarrassment and humiliation possible while
his great task was the hardest.
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Under the Constitution it was the duty of the President to
negotiate the terms of the treaty, but it could not become
effective and binding until it had the approval of two-thirds of
the Senate present consenting thereto. Article II, section 2,
reads:

He—

The President—

shall have power, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, to
make treaties, provided two-thirds of the Senators present concur,

It was the purpose of the makers of the Constitutien to vest
the power to fix the terms of peace in the President and the
Senate, The power to declare war is placed in both branches
of Congress, but the moment war is declared the President is
granted supreme power to conduct the war. The authority to
conduct the war having been once vested in the President, the
Congress can not divest him of that power by an attempt to
declare peace.

No one will contend that while the war is in progress
the Congress could pass a resolution to end the war. If the
resolution could not be passed by Congress under such cir-
cumstances then under what claim of authority do the pro-
ponents of this resolution act?

It is certainly not based upon the construction placed upon
the Constitution by its makers, for we read from Madison's
Journal the following excerpts:

To make war.

Mr, Pinckney opposed the vesting this power in the legislature, Its
proceedings were too slow. It would meet but once a year, The House
of Representatives would be too numerous for such deliberations, The
Senate would be the best depositary, being more acquainted with foreign
affairs, and most capable of proper resolutions, If the BStates are
m}uully represented in Senate, so as to give no advantage to lanie
States, the power will notwithstanding be safe, ag the small have their
all at stake In such cases as well as the large States. It would be
singular for one authority to make war and another pence,

Mr. Butler: The objections against the legislature lie in a great
 degree against the Senate. Ile was for vesting the power in the 1’resi-
dent, who will have all the requisite qualities and will not make war
but when the Nation will support it, e

Mr. Madison and Mr, Gerry moved to insert * declare,” striking out
;' m;aku‘ " war, leaving to the Executive the power to repel sodden at-
acks,

Mr. Sherman thought it stood very well. The Executive should be
mable to repel and not to commence war. * Make' better than ** de-
clare,” the latter narrowing the power too much,

Mr. Gerry never expected to hear in a Republic a motion to empower
the Executive alone to declare war.

Mr. ELLsWorTH. There is a materinl difference between the cases of
making war and making peace, It should be more easy to get out of
war than into it. War also is a simple and overt declaration; peace
attended with intricate and secret negotlations.

Mr, Mason was against giving the power of war to the Executive, be-
eause not [safely] fo be trusted with it, or to the Senate, becanse not
so constructed as to be entitled to it.
l'lcillg.nl!,ng war, but for facilitating peace,
* make.’

On the motion to insert “ declare”™ in place of *make™ [it was
agreed to]. i

N. H., no; abst.; Cont., no;: Pa,, ay.;: Del, ay.; Md., ay.; Va,, ay.;
N. L., ay.; 8. C,, ay.; Geo,, ay. [.{.\-es 7, noes 2, absent 1,]

Alr, I?;m:kne:‘a motion to strike out whole clause, disagd. to with-
out call of States.

Mr, Butler moved to give the legislature power of peace, as they
were to have that of war.

Mr. (ierrﬁ 2ds. him. 8 Senators may possibly exercise the power if
vested 1o that body, and 14, If all should be present, and may conse-
quently glve up part of the U, States. The Senate are more liable to
be corrupted tll‘T an enemy than the whole legislature.

On motion for adding “ and peace' after * war.,” "

N. ., no; Mas,, no; Ct., no; Pa,, no; Md,, no; Va., no; N. C,, (no);
8. ., no, [Ayes 0, noes 10.]

Adjourned,

The fourth section, to wit, * The President, by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate, shall have power to make treaties,” etec., was
then taken up.

Mr. Wilson moved to add after the word * Senate " the words *“ and
House of Representatives.” As treaties, he said, are to have the opera-
tion of laws, they ought to have the sanction of laws also. The circum-
stance of secrecy in the business of treaties formed the only objection ;
but this, he thought, so far as it was inconsistent with obdtaining the
legislative sanction, was outweighed by the necessity of the latter,

Mr. Sherman thought the only question that could be made was
whetber the power could be safely trusted to the Senate. He thought
it could, and that the necessity of secrecy in the case of treaties
bade n reference of them to the whole legislature.

AMr. Fitzsimmons sgeconded the motion of Mr. Wilson; and, on the
questlon—ayes 1, noes 10.

It is seen from this record of the proceedings of the conven-
tion that it is settled that Congress does not possess the power
to make peace. .

The safety of the Republic lies in the balance of power be-
tween the three coordinate branches of the Government, and
it is the duty of each branch to prevent as far as possible any
encroachment upon its jurisdiction by any other branch. The
President has no right to encroach upon Congress, and neither
has Congress any right to invade his duties. Because he has
not conducted the'making of the treaty in accordance with the
views of the Republican leaders of the House is no excuse for
them to try to make the treaty after their own fashion. There
being no warrant of authority in the Constitution by which the

He preferred ™ declare ” to

or-

He was for clogging rather thane«

House of Representatives has any. power to make a treaty of
peace, the lawyers on the majority side attempt to justify the
passage of the resolution on the ground that the resolution is
not a treaty.

A treaty is nothing more than a contract between independent
nations. The resolution attempts to make a contract with the
German Government relating to reciprocal trade between the
nationals of the two countries. The German Government must
give its assent to the terms of the resolution within 45 days or
a financial and trade boycott on the part of the United States
follows:

Sections 3 and 5 of the resolution undertake to fix the rights
of the respective Governments and their nationals by the terms
of the treaty of Versailles. These sections provide as follows:

SEC. 8. That with a view to secure reciprocal trade with the German
Government and its nationals, and for this purpose it is hereby pro-

vided that unless within 45 days from the date when this resolution be-

comes effective the German Government shall duly notify the President

of the United States that it bas declared a termination of the war with
the United States and that it waives and renounces on behalf of itself
and its nationals any claim, demand, right, or benefit against the United
States or its nationals that it or they would not have had the right to
assert had the United States ratified the treaty of Versailles, the Presi-
dent of the United States shall have the power, and it shall be his duty,
to proclaim the fact that the German Government has not given the
notification hereinbefore mentioned, and thereupon and until the I'resi-
dent shall have proclaimed the receipt of such notification commereial
intercourse between the United States and Germany and the making of
loans or credits and the furnishing of financial assistance or supplies to
the German Government or the inhabitants of Germany, directly or
indirectly, by the Government or the inhabitants of the United States
shall, except with the license of the President, be prohibited.

Sgc. . That notbing herein contained shall be construed as a wajver
by the United States of any rights, privileges, indemnities, reparations,
or advantages to which the United States has become entitled under the
terms of the armistice signed November 11, 1918, or which were ac-
quired by or are in the possession of the United States by reasom of its
participation In the war, or otherwise, and all fines, forfeitures, penal-
ties, and seizures imposed or made by the United States are hereby
ratified, confirmed, and mwmintained.

These sections disclose beyond a doubt that the resolution is
an attempt to make terms of peace and thereby beyond the
power of the House of Representatives. It is worthy of notice
that although the treaty negotiated by the President is so ob-
noxious at times to the proponents of this resolution, yet when
it will serve the political convenience of the majority party they
invoke its terms in the resolution.

Aside from the question of the power of the House of Repre-
sentatives under the Constitution fo pass such a resolution, is
it the right thing to do under all the circumstances? If the
passage of the resolution would hasten the settlement of the
turmoils of the world and bring quietude to the people of the
United States, its enactment might be justified, notwithstanding
the doubtful authority of the House to act. But the passage
of this resolution means that we abandon the allied nations of
the world and make a separate peace with Germany ; that we
are willing to take advantage of all the benefits of the treaty of
Versailles without assuming any of the obligations; that we
are willing to sacrifice the good opinion of the world for the
right to trade with our recent enemy.

By the adoption of this resolution we indicate that we are will-
ing to abandon the hope to settle disputes between nations by
arbitration, the disarmament of the world, and the abolition of
secret treaties. Our gallant soldiers brought this World War to
an end, and it is our duty to see some means is provided to end
all wars.

This resolution will only add to the confusion now existing
caused by the failure of ratification of the treaty.

The failure of the treaty-making powers to conclude the
treaty of peace does not justify the House of Representatives
in passing an unauthorized resolution. By so doing is adding
hope to the * bitter enders™ and joy to those who make muni-
tions of war. By such a course we say to the world that we
prefer to stand with Germany outside of a League of Nations
than to stand with the rest of the world in a League of Nations.

The resolution provides for the repeal of the war-time acts.

“Of course, this Congress has the power to repeal the emergency

legislation enacted during the war. This is a duty that this
Congress should have entered upon long ago in a systematic
way. I favor the repeal of much of the war-time legislation,
and but for the attempt by this resolution to make a treaty I
should lend my vote and support to the same, although it is
entirely too general in its scope,

Mr. Speaker, in view of the sacrifices our people have made in
hardships and heartaches, and in lives and broken bodies, to
bring this war to a speedy termination, I for one am unwilling
to offer to the memory of our heroic dead this resolution as the
finale in American statesmanship in treaty making. I am un-
willing to offer it to the broken-hearted relatives as the only
hope to prevent future wars.
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I am for peace and for a permanent peace in the world. I
oppose the maintaining of great war machines and compulsory
military service or training in time of peace, but this resolution
makes no provision for the reduction of armaments of the na-
tions nor for the regulation among the nations of compulsory
military service in times of peace.

The voice of those who have merchandise to sell has been
heard and this resolution must be adopted at once.

The adoption of the resolution is an attempt to trade the
hopes of the Nation for the right to bargain and sell to the
enemy.

In my desire for peace I am unwilling to act the part of Esau
and trade the birthright of the Nation for a mess of pottage.
I cast my vote against the resolution.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr., Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
North Carelina [Mr. WEAVER].

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to this resolution
because it violates the Constitution of my country. [Applause
on the Democratic side.] I am opposed to it because it would be
a failure in imposing ample and suflicient terms on the German
Government, and I am opposed to it because I feel that we
should not, by attempting a separate peace, desert those who
were associated with us in this war. [Applause on the Demo-
eratic side.]

No resolution of this character was ever before in our history
presented to Congress for consideration. It is a mockery to
the passionate demand, for peace that is world wide. If is a de-
ceptive response to the demand of the American people for a
legal status of peace. All the nations assoeiated with us have
already signed the treaty of Versailles and, under peace condi-
tions, are now attempting to reestablish themselves in all activi-
ties of their lives. The United States alone of the countries who
participated in the war has refused and rejected this treaty.
Even nations who were neutral during the great conflict have
come in and made themselves parties to the treaty by accepting
membership in the League of Nations provided in it. It is hard
to escape the conclusion that partisan politics of the most un-
righteous sort has prevented us from accepting this treaty, and
from thereby establishing and ereating in the method provided
by our organic law a legal status of peace for the guidance and
benefit of our citizens.

A method is provided by our Constitution for the purpose of
negotiating treaties and bringing to an end conflicts with foreign
nations. In clear and distinet language our Constitution con-
fers upon the President of the United States the duty of negoti-
ating such treaties, which become effective upon the assent and
with the advice of two-thirds of the Henate. But the measure
" now under consideration is a clear and distinet violation of the
powers conferred upon the House of Representatives. This is
purely a legislative body, created with well-defined limitations
of power, and now undertakes to declare the war at an end and
to negotiate terms of peace with the German Government.

If the Republican leadership had consulted the Constitution of
their country instead of their hatred for Woodrow Wilson,
this resolution would not have been brought forward. It is con-
ceived in partisan venom toward the great Chief Execntive of
this Nation. He endeavored to prevent war as long as it was
possible to do so, but when no longer possible he led this Nation
into the war with vigor, and under his matchless gnidance the
armies of the German Empire were thrown back across the
Rhine, Belgium and France were relieved from the foot of the
invader, militarism was destroyed, and civilization once again
set upon its forward march. This is an attempt by his politieal
opponents to embarrass him in the management of foreign affairs
and to destroy his prestige at home and abroad. I for one shall
not be a party to such unholy purpose.

The Government of the United States was created, formed,
and given life by the Constitution. This Constitution, a compact
for the purpose of forming a more perfect Union, was entered
into by the thirteen original sovereign States. In forming the
TUnion the Constitution has provided three separate, independent,
coordinate departments—the executive, the judicial, and the
legislative. The Constitution itself has marked the lines of
power for each of these.

An examination of this great instrument of government will
disclose the powers which are conferred upon the €Congress,
They are set out in section 8 of Article T of the Constitution,
Clause 2 of this section provides that Congress shall have power
“ to declare war, grant letters of marque and reprisal, and make
rules concerning captures on land and water.” Congress is
further empowered to raise and support armies and to provide
and maintain a navy. But nowhere in the Constitution is it
provided that Congress by a joint resolution, as a legislative
body, may prescribe the terms of settlement of disputes with
foreign countries and enter into agreements for ending hostilities,

On the contrary, this power is particularly and expressly con-
ferred by the Constitution, in Article IT, upon the President, by
and with the advice and consent of the Senate, providing two-
thirds of the Senators present shall concur.

It is easy to perceive the reasons why the Constitution placed
in the House and Senate the power to declare war. The declara-
tion of war is a single act. We can declare war against another
nation whether the latter shall wish war or shall not wish war.
It involves the raising of armies and vast expenditures of money.
Before this status shall be created it was the purpose of the
framers of our Constitution that there should be action by Con-
gress, including the House of Representatives. The declaration
of war involves merely our attitude as to belligerency toward a
foreign power, and they wisely left this to the Congress.

But the making of a peace—of a permanent peace—involves
the consent and agreement of the nation with whom we are at
war, It is necessarily the subject of negotiation. If the
causes of a war are to be eliminated an agreement is necessary.
We went to war with Germany for certain definite rensons. A
treaty of peace is necessary that Germany may no longer
assert the right to do the things which involved us in the war.
Unless we shall insist upon this, while we may have destroyed
her armies and rendered her unable to fight for the moment,
as between us and her the war will become a draw. The same
causes of war, the same arbitrary action, may be continued by
Germany which led us into the war. A treaty of peace mmst
be made, and it must be made in the constitutional method,

A treaty is a compact between sovereign powers. Hamilton
has pointed out in the Federalist, in discussing the Constitution
and the treaty-making power conferred therein, that the mak-
ing of a treaty is in a sense neither within the ordinary duties
of the legislative branch of the Government nor of the Execu-
tive branch. It is not of the nature of an ordinary law which
may be enacted. It is a contract between two sovereignties
and becomes effective through the power of good faith between
nations. An agreement of this nature can not suceessfully be
made by a mere legislative body. It requires negotiations and
adjustments which can only be made by a contract, and this
contract, it is specifieally provided, shall be negotiated by the
President and become effective when econsented to by the
Senate, upon a vote of two-thirds of its Members. In fact,
the journal of the general convention which formulated the
Constitution shows that a motion was made by one of its mem-
bers to confer upon Congress, in addition, the power “to make
peace,” and this motion was defeated by unanimons vote.

In Story on the Constitution, section 1173, sve find :

l In the convention, in the first draft of the Constitution the
was given merely *to make war.” It was subsequently, and net
without some struggle, altered to its present form. It was proposed
to add the power " to make peace,” but this was unanimously re-
jected, upon the plain 'fround that it more properly belon to the
treaty-making power. 'he experience of Congress under e confed-
eration of the difficulties attendant upon vesting the treaty-making
power in a e legislative body was too deeply felt te justify the
hazard of another experiment.

Washington was a member of the general convention and
presided over its deliberations. After he became President,
because of disputes, especially involving our frontier and our
commercial rights, it became necessary to negotinte a further
treaty with England. He selected John Jdy, at that time
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, to negotiate a treaty,
This treaty, known as the Jay treaty, after much acrimonious
and bitter debate, was finally ratified, but it aroused the pas-
sions of the people. Those who disliked Washington and
opposed the treaty brought forward the now familiar argu-
ment against the British Empire and alleged that the Jay
treaty conceded rights to England which should not have been
conceded. Even after it was passed, when it became necessary
to carry it into effect, the debate was continued in the House
of Representatives. By resolution, solemnly adopted, the House
called upon Washington as President to Iay before it all in-
structions which he had given Jay and all papers relating to
the treaty. On March 7, 1796, he replied to this resolution of
the House, declining to transmit the papers desired and dis-
cussed the treaty-making power under the Constitution. In his
letter to the House he says:

The course which the debate has taken on the resolution of the
House leads to some observations on the mode of making treaties under
th%lC&nsumignaoéég%egnéﬁhst:’?u%rﬂ conventi nd knowing
m&dpi’e‘i on which the Constitution was furmad.?ni tllmva e?fer enttehr?

ned but one opinion on this subject; and from the first establish-
ment of the Government to this moment my conduct bhas exemplified
that opinion—that the gowar of maklnjg treaties is exclusively vested
in the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate,
provided two-thirds of the Senators present concur, and that every
treaty so made and promulgated thenceforward became the law of the

land. It is thus that the treaty-making power has been understood by
1 ns, and in all the treaties made with themm we have de-

ower

oreign natio
clared and they have belleved that, when ratified by the President,
with the advice and consent of the §enate, they became obligatory. In
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thés construction of the Constitution every House of Representatives
has heretofore acquiesced, and until the present time not a doubt of
suspicion hag appeared, to my knowledge, that this construction was
not the true one, Nay, they have more than acquiesced, for till now,
without controverting the obligations of such treaties, they bave made
all the requisite provisions for carrying them into effect,

From that time until this the correctness of these views of
the first President has not been questioned, and no other
House of Representatives, except this, has since embarked upon
such an attempted violation of our fundamental law.

I wish also to call the attention of the House to the fact that
Washington expressed these views with the full concurrence of
his Cabinet. He outlines the nature of foreign negotiations,
which would clearly indicate how impractical it is for this
House to undertake to settle our relations with Germany in
the method now proposed. He further said:

The nature of foreign negotlations requires caution, and their suoc- |
cess must often depend on secrecy ; and even when brought to a con-
clusion, a full disclosure of all the measures, demands, or eventual |
concessions which may have been progoscd or contemplated would be |
extremely impolitie, for this might have a pernicious influence on |
future negotiations or produce immediate inconveniences, perhaps |
danger and mischief, in relation to other powers. The necessity of
such caution and secrecy was one cogent reason for vesting the power
of making treaties in the President, with the advice and consent of the
Senate, the priociple on which that body was formed confining it to a !
small number of members. To admit, then, a right in the House of |
Hepresentatives to demand and to have, as a matter of course, all the |
papers respecting a negotiation with a foreign power would be to estab-
lish dangerous precedent.

Thus, with a ealm dignity but with certainty and courage,
Washington declined to comply with the resolution of the House
upon the ground that the treaty-making power was not included |
in its functions. - Again I guote from this letter and recommend
it to the consideration of the Republican leadership, which now,
after wore than 100 years, would again undertake, in a par-
oxysm of politieal hate, to violate the Constitution which they
have so clamorously declared they were desirous of maintaining: |

If other proofs than these and the plain letter of the Constitution
itself be necessary to ascertain the point under consideration, they may
be found in the journals of the general convention, which I have de-
posited in the office of the Department of State. In those journals it
will appear that a proposition was made * that no treaty should be
binding on the United States which was not ratified by law,” and that
the pruﬂosltlon was explicitly rejected.

As, therefore, it is qerfectly clear to my understanding that the as-
sent of the House of Representatives is not necessary to the validity
of the treaty, as the treaty with Great Britain exhibits in itself all the
objects requiring legislative provision., and on these the [')apers called
for can throw no light, and as it is essential to the due administration
of the Government that the boundaries fixed by the Constitution be-
tween the different departments should be preserved, a just regard to
the Constitution and to the duty of my office, under all circumstances
of this case, forbids a compliance with your request.

Let us suppose that President Wilson had declined a request |
of this House as Washington did. To what extent of denuncia-
tion would the authors of this resolufion have proceeded? The
clamorous ery would have gone forth that the President was
drawing to himself the powers of an autocrat and was refusing |
to give information to the Congress. They wonld have been
forgetful of the fact that Congress is but one of the three sepa-
rate, independent, and coordinate branches of our Government.
What right has Congress to take to itself powers which are not |
given it by the Constitution? And shall we now yield to this '
partisan attempt to destroy the distribution and balance of |
powers conferred by the Constitution upon the several depart- |
ments? |

But Washington himself did not escape the tongue of calumny, |
T was about to say that in history there was no parallel with the |
savage and frenzied attacks made upon our present Chief Execu-
tive. But such parallel does exist in the Jay treaty itself. I
read to you from Washington and His Colleagnes, written by |
Henry Jones Ford:

During the af[mtiun over the Jay treaty the rage of party splrit
turned full against Washington himself. Ie was blackguarded and
abused in every possible way. He was accused of having embezzled

ublic funds while President. He was nicknamed * the Stepfather of his

ountry.” The imputation on his honor stung so keenly that he de-
clared * he would rather be in his grave than in the Preﬁldenc{_" and
in private correspondence he complained that he had been assailed * in
terms so exaggerated and indecent as could scarcely be applied to a
Nero, n notorious defaunlter, or even to a common pickpocket.”

But they who made the attacks are now forgotten. You will
have to search the annals of Congress to learn their names,
Washington still stands out in grand and glorious dignity as |
the founder of our Republic, and I predict that in the years that
are to come those who similarly attack Woodrow Wilson will |
be forgotten and the record of these acrimonious denunciations |
of him will be read with surprise and condemnation, while his |
name shall be a household worid throughout the world.

Even Congress itself has uniformly recognized that the war t
would come to end by treaty negotiated by the President and |
ratified by the Senate. In all of the war-time legislation in-
tended to end with the war we find recognition of this fact.

| of victory, announcing that actual hostilities had ceased.

| Chief Executive,

| ernment.

For instance, in the emergency shipping act of March 15, 1917,
it is provided * that all authority under the act shall cease six
months after a treaty of peace is proclaimed by this Government
andethe German Empire.”

The railroad-control act was to end with * the proclamation
of the exchange of the ratification of a treaty.” So with the
food-control act of August 10, 1914 ; the soldiers and sailors’ civil
rights bill of March 8, 1918; the trading-with-the-enemy act of
October 6, 1917. This act provides *“that the words ‘end of
war’ as used herein shall be deemed to mean the date of proe-
lamation of an exchange of the ratification of the treaty of
peace.” :

It was not even suggesied that the war might otherwise end
by any action that this House could take.

In attempting to sustain their position the majority report
quotes Oppenheim on International Law, as follows:

War may be terminated in three different ways: Belligerents may
(1) abstain from further acts of war and glide into peaceful relations
without expressly making peace through a special treaty, or (2) bel-
ligerents may formally establish the condition of peace through a special
treaty, or (3) a belligerent may end the war by subjugation of his
adversary.

Certainly there is nothing in this authority that even inti-
mates that Congress has the power by mere declaration of this
sort to end this war. If it has ended by a cessation of hos-

| tilities, it has so ended and the declaration of Congress adds

nothing to the situation, even if it had power to act. But all
writers on international law state that a treaty is necessary amd

| that “ combatant States have seldom resorted to this method of
| withdrawing from war without arriving at some definite and

intelligible decision.”

Unless, therefore, Germany is not to be brought to account to
us and the world, a treaty is necessary, and this resolution
would be but a mere withdrawal from the war with such an
accounting unmade.

If this is an attempt to negotiate terms of seltlement with
Germany, it is esseutinlly a treaty. Let us therefore examine
the terms of the resolution.

The preamble indicates the remarkable state of mind and
wonderful conception of those who drafted it. With an un-
paralleled hypocrisy, it undertakes to base the resolution upon
the statement that the President himself had advised the Con-
gress that the war with the Imperial German Empire had ended.
So he did. In announcing to the Congress in December, 1918,
that an armistice had been signed and that hostilities had ceased
he stated, * Thus the war comes to an end.” This was a pmean
Ger-
many had Iaid down her arms; the war in a sense had ended,
gloriously and triumphantly ; but that the relations between the
German Government and the world were intended to be settled
by this simple declaration of the trinmph of our armies no one
believes. For many months thereafter the President himself
labored to adjust the terms of peace. After months of such
labor, heartbreaking and weary, the treaty of Versailles was
signed. It was nothing short of an adjustment of the affairs of
an entire world. No greater task was ever undertaken by
men. Under these labors the very strength of the President
suceumbed. He discharged his full constitutional duty. He
undertonk to do the things that our organic law placed upon the
That treaty, as the Constitution provides,
was submitted by him to the Senate for ratification. It was
rejected by the Senate and returned to the President. There
can be no treaty until the method provided by the Constitution
is followed. t

The langnage used in the preamble has been given an inter-
pretation by the Supreme Court itself. It was used as an argu-
ment in the case of Hamilton against Kentucky Distilleries, de-
cided by the Supreme Court in October, 1919, for the purpose of
having that court declare void the war-time prohibition act,
but Justice Brandeis held that it was a mere popular expression
to indicate the ending of hostilities and that the war was not
ended until it was so declared by constitutional method.

Section 3 of the resolution is purely an attempt at treaty
making. It undertakes to impose terms upon the German Gov-
Realizing the awkward and absurd position in which
our Government will be without a formmal treaty of peace, this
section undertakes to provide that if the German Government
shall not, within 45 days from the date of the ratification of this
resolution, also declare a termination of the war and waive and
renounce on behalf of itself and its nationals any claim, right,

| demand, or benefit against the United States or its nationals,

they would not have the right to assent under the treaty
of Versailles, and the President shall proclaim the faet that
Germany has not so done, It shall then become unlawful for
American citizens to trade with the German Empire.
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‘Thus the rejected treaty—the treaty which the ‘Senate has
returned to the President and to whie¢h it has refused its eon-
sent and advice—is undertaken 1o 'be written, in part at least,
into this resolution. Tkis proposal to 'Germany involve® an
agreement between the two sovereigns. An agreement can only
‘be made by treaty, and under the Constitution it must be made
by ‘the President with the advice and ‘eonsent of 'the Senate.
This s an attempt by 'Congress to negotiate. Let us suppose
that Germany should make a counter proposition and -should
propose that they would do eertain things if this Government
should surrender the property which it ‘had seized or should ‘in
any way seek to modify the provisions of section 3 of this reso-
Jution. “We would thus be led into the field of negotiation,
which the framers of the Constitution themselves knew could
not be carried on through ‘this :body and for that reason con-
ferred upon the Executive, with the adviee and eonsent of the
Senate. The mere reading of this section will show the futility
-and ithe lack of power and the absurdity of such an attempt to
end the war by such a methed.

Section 5 likewise attempts to build up an agreement with

Germany based upon the armistice which was signed on Novem-
ber 11, 1918, To whom is section 5 directed? This section pro-
vides— !
. That nothing herein contained can be construed as a waiver by the
United States of its rights, privileges, indemnities, reparation, or ad-
vantages to which the United Sta%es has become entitled under the
terms of the armistice signed November 11, 1918, or which were ac-
quired by the United States or are in the possession of the United States
by reason of its participation in ‘the war or otherwise; and all fines,
forfeitures, pendalties, and s es imposed or made by the United
States are hereby ratified, confirmed, and maintained.

What possible meaning has this section? Can this House
under power granted in the Constitution negotiate with Ger-
many? Can it enact legislation that is binding upon the Ger-
man Empire? Suppose Congress does provide that we shall not
waive any rights or indemnities acquired by virtue of the
armistice. Must not Germany agree to such terms before they
can rise to the.dignity of enforcement between two sovereigns?

And regardless of the assertions contained in section 5, if we
are to terminate the war without a treaty, if we are to withdraw
from the conflict by ‘a mere declaration that hostilities have
ended, under the rules of international law what shall prevent
the United States from losing the indemmities, and reparations,
and advantages which it may have acquired or taken into posses-
sion during the conflict? Certainly the mere act of the House
can not arrange an.international status nor affect the rights of
individuals of other countries. The armistice is a mere agree-
ment for the cessation of actual hostilities, and only under a
treaty based thereon could war be ended between the contending
mnations, if its terms ave to be imposed. If, therefore, by this act
of Congress we withdraw the right given ns by the armistice to
demand of Germany that she shall sign a treaty in conformity
awith its provisions, then, by international law, having foregone
the right to make peace by treaty, the indemnities and repara-
tions and advantages which we aequired must be lost to us.

But it is contended that a treaty not having been ratified, the
power to declare the war at an end rests with Congress. One
‘branch of Congress has failed to agree to the terms of the treaty
and has rejected it, but this did not have the force of giving to
.this House the right to take over the duties of the Senate. Sup-
pose Congress itself should fail to pass a necessary law, ecould
the President elaim the power to declare it by proelamation?
Suppose the Supreme Court should refuse to perform some duty,
could the Congress assume it? The argument is idle. Congress
has often failed to pass laws that the people demanded, and the
people have changed the membership of Congress, not the Consti-
tution.

Section 1 of the resolution is a mere deelaration by Congress
‘that a state of war as declared by the joint resolution of Congress
of April 6, 1917, is thereby declared at an end. This is in effect
no more than an attempted repeal of the resolution of April 6,
1917. Itisa foolish attempt on the part of Congress by its mere
declaration, regardless of the powers with whom we have been
at war, to create a legal status of peace between us. Such a
declaration by Congress might be harmless enough, because of the
lack of power to enact it, were it not for:the fact that it might
also involve us in a maze of difficulties. Sinece the resolution of
April 6, 1917, many things have happened throughout the world.
There has been a change in the possession. of property. We have
taken possession of millions of dollars of property belonging to
private individuals and private corporations, subjects of the Ger-
‘man Government. Damages have been incurred by our: citizens
.and property belenging to them has no doubt been seized by the
German Empire. When we declared war on Germany she had
then been at war with the Allies since 1914. Our harbors were
filled with her interned shipping. We took possession of it. We
have it now. But it was not the property of the German Gov-
ernment ; it was the property of her nationals.

.the conflict were settled by a treaty of peace.

‘Byact of Congress we created an agency of Government known
‘as/the Custodian of Alien Property and we conferred upon this
agency the power to take and dispese of the goods and property
of every kind of our .alien enemies. Under this power vast
amounts of the property belonging to Gernmn nationals were
seized and disposed of. Stocks in corporations, tangible prop-
erty of every kind, trade-marks, and patent rights were all taken
by ‘our Government and sold by the Custodian of Alien Property.
It is now claimed, 1T am informed, by the German nationals that
the value of this property so confiscated amounts to several bil-
lions of dollars.

1f, therefore, the great conflict with Germany is to end by a
simple declaration of ‘this character the title to this property
would remain in the German nationals, corporate or individual,
to which it originally belonged. It is therefore necessary that
treaty agreements shall be made between our respective Govern-
ments to provide for the many and eomplex situations that have
arisen. It is'impossible that the Awerican people would be con-
tent to let the war so end and to remit every German national,
or -every alien enemy of Austria, to their rights of the prop-
erty so seized and to the prosecution of clnims against our Gov-
ernment therefor. .

At the same time, if such declaration is to end the war and
Germany is not to be forced by this Republic to sign a treaty of
peace that will protect American citizens, all their rights to
damages of every kind against the Imperial German Government
must likewise be remitted and foregone.

Never before has Congress, by a simple resolution, undertaken
to settle the issues of any foreign war. History is to be re-
versed if ‘this resolution is adopted.

When we had fought the Revolution, when Cornwallis had

,been defeated at Yorktown and the last vestige of British au-

thority over the Colonies had been overthrown, the issues of
Suppose we had
been content with the mere declaration that hostilities had
eeased. ‘Suppose the leaders of those days had suggested to the
American Colonies, who had shed so much blood for their inde-
pendence, that all that was necessary was that Congress should
adopt a resolution that the war was at an end. They had fought
for a purpose. They had declared that the Colonies were and of
right ought to be free and independent. They had declared
that taxation without representation wis intolerable. They
‘had sought to establish themselves as free and independent
sovereignties. It took.more than a declaration of Congress to
determine the rights for which they had so:eourageously fought
and, though the British armies had been defeated and captured
and Great Britain was no longer able to contend and her soldiers
had laid down their arms, the American Colonies demanded, as
of right they should have demanded, that the things for which
they thad fought should be embodied in the stipulations of a
treaty that would guarantee their independence to themselves
and their children forever. A protoeol was signed at Paris on
November 3, 1782, By it Great Britain acknowledged the inde-
pendence of the United States, relinquished all claims, and speei-
fied the boundaries between the United States and Canada.
Later a further and permranent treaty of peace embodying these

terms and other terms imposed by the victorious Colonies was

signed at Paris on September 3, 1783.

Again in 1812 we became involved in war with Great Britain.
Again American armies were-victorious. The war came to an
end, but not by an absurd declaration by Congress that *“war
is hereby ended.” This war was ended by the treaty of Ghent,
which was signed on Deecember 24, 1818. It declared peace
between the two eountries and provided for restoration of terri-
tory and established other rights for which we had contended.

In 1848 war again came to the American people. For the
first time we had to lead American armies from Ameriean
goll. The war with Mexico was in fact ended on September 14,
1847, when Gen. Scott marched a wictorious army into the
city of Mexico, In a sense the war had thus ended. Mexican
armies had been defeated. The conflict was over just as surely
as when Germany signed the armistice of November 11, 1018,
but the matter did not thus end. The Army was not merely
withdrawn to American soil and demobolized. We did not
merely pass a declaration of Congress that the war had ended.
The treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo concluded the war in 1848,
about one year afterwards, and we are told by historians that
this closed the Mexican War, Under its provisions territory
which ‘is now embraced in the States of Nevada,"Utah, Cali-
fornia, and parts of Arizona, New Mexico, Colorado, and
Wyoming was ceded by the Mexican Government fo this Re-
publie. It was done by treaty mnegotiated by the President,
signed by him.on the part of the American people and by the
Mexiecan ‘Government, and ratified by the Senate. If we had
been content to rest upon the mere declaration by Congress
that the war was over, these States would still have been
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Mexiean territory. Dut, having followed the constitutional
method of ending war, they were acguired by this Rtepublic
and seven new and brilliant stars took their places upon the
blue field of the American banner, We ought to be thankful
that we did not have, during those times, a leadership such as
now dominates the American Congress. ]

The next foreign war was with Spain. The present Republi-
can Party controlled both the executive and legislative hranches.
The war was fought to a suceessful conclusion. The American
Squadron under Dewey boldly entered the harbor of Manila
and destroyed the entive Spanish fleet and captured the naval
stations. This was followed by further destruction of the
Spanish warships at Santiago. American froops in Cluba took
possession of the island and the war ended, but Congress did
not content itself with a simple resolution of this character.
Cuba had been oppressed by Spain for centuries and Spanish
rule in the West Indies had become intolerable. And although
Spain had been rendered helpless and was thoroughly con-
quered, she was required by treaty to abandon her claim of
sovereignty over Cuba and to cede to the American Government
the Philippine Islands and other of her possessions. Although
the war had ended in 1898 a formal exchange of ratiﬁcauop
between the two Governments did not take place until April
11, 1809, and the Attorney General ruled that the war did not
end until this exchange.

If the leadership of the Republican Party at that time had
been such as it is at this time, when Spain had been defeated
and her army had been withdrawn Congress would have
simply declared that the war was over. Cuba, the Philippine
Islands, and other territory which Spain relinquished would
still, under international law, have been Spanish territory.
But having proceeded under the constitufional method and
having required Spain to make a treaty of peace, the Philip-
pines passed to us, and under our guidance it ghall become a
self-governing people. And the flag of the Queen of the An-
tilles was flung to the breeze as an independent sovereignty,
and she has already ratified the treaty of Versailles and has
become a member of the League of Nations without reserva-
tions or interpretations.

We entered the war with Germany because her militaristic
spirit had undertaken to dominate the world. Belginm had
given her no cause for war, and yet her armies had overcome
and trodden down that little Empire. France had given her
no cause for war, but the gray lines of the German armies
had flowed like a mighty flood almost to the doors of Paris.
Every principle of modern warfare had been outraged. \Women
had been murdered, Children had been trampled under foot
of the advancing armies. Merciless submarine warfare had
been waged upon every merchant ship that crossed the At-
lantie. The Lusitania had gone down with more than 125 of
our citizens aboard. She had declared, in effect, that America
could not travel the lanes of the sea and had sunk our ship-
pihg wherever it had been found. Savage with power, she
had determined thiat Prussian militarism should dominate the
world. England and France and Italy were struggling under
her fierce attacks when President Wilson called the special
session of the Congress of the Nation and told them that the
Tmperial German Government in total disregard of American
rights was destroying our commerce upon the sens, was mur-
dering American elitizens, and was, in fact, carrying on war
agninst this Nation. He advised that Congress should imme-
diately declare war and proceed to raise and equip an Army.
This was done. Our soldiers ended the war by their courageous
spirit and indomitable courage. They were told that they
were fighting that all wars might end forever. The armistice
itself was signed upon certain definite ideas .of justice and
right. The President has written these into a treaty of peace
which he signed at Paris. As the Constitution has required,
he has brought back this treaty of peace and submitted it to
the Senate for its consent and advice. This treaty, which
Germany was compelled to sign and which has been rejected
and returned to the President, carries into effect by its stipu-
lations the destruetion of Prussian militarism; it guarantees
to this Republic, and to all our allies, all the rights which
they won upon the field of battle. If this resolution is to end
the war, then this is to be lost to us. Hven if Germany should
accept the provisions of this resolution and so notify the Presi-
dent that the war was ended in accordance with its provisions
and should attempt to waive the rights of its nationals to the
property seized by us, we would have ended the war by set-
tling nothing with Germany except some miserable property
rights in vessels which were interned in our harbors and the
property of individual German citizens.

But what shall we say to our dead and wounded? Is this the

answer? More than 150,000, while living, bear the eruel marks

of war. More than 50,000 sleep along the western front, af
Chateau-Thierry, in the Argonne, and in Flanders fields, where—
e appies grow
Detween the crosses, row on row.
From their silent tombs they have cried to us:
To you, from failing hands, we throw
The torch. Be yours to hold it high. ‘
If ye break faith with us who die,
Wi shall not sleep, though poppies blow,
In Flanders fields. ¥

Who has broken faith with our heroic dead? Woodrow Wil-
son grasped the toreh in his illustrious hands. Obedient to the
Constitution of his country, he bore it, aflame with the light of
justice and glowing with the love of humanity, to the portals
of the Senate of the United States. He left it in their keeping.
After weary months, the leadership of that body, with sneers
and vituperation, returned it to him, the light extinguished by
partisan venom and the glow transmuted inte the dead ashes of
national selfishness, In its stead they now offer this abortive
measure. Upon such a record of boasted statesmanship I am
constrained to believe that the American people instead of
assaulting their Constitution will elect to change this leadership.

Mr. FIELDS. Mr, Speaker, much has been said about the
constitutionality or unconstitutionality of this so-called peace
resolution. I am not a constitutional lawyer and shall therefore
not attempt to deal with the question of its constitutionality
except in a. very general way.

The €Constitution provides that the power to make treaties
shall be vested in the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, two-thirds of that body concurring. The
Constitution vests in the House of Representatives the sole
power of impeachment, the exclusive power to decide upon the
eligibility and qualifications of its own Members, and the power
to initiate all bills for raising revenue for the support of the
Government, and so forth. But nowhere does it lodge in the
House of Representatives the treaty-making power.

1f this resolution is anything, it is a treaty. It proposes to
reestablish commercial relations between the United States and
Germany, which clearly makes it a treaty. The House there-
fore has no constitutional jurisdietion over the question; if it
has, then the Senate by a majority vote could pass the peace
treaty as it came from Versailles in the form of a resolution.

Let us take a concrete case for example. Let us suppose
that both the Senate and the House are Democratic by small
majorities; that the President presented the treaty of Versailles
fo the Senate for ratification ; and that a majority voted to ratify
it, but that it was not a two-thirds majority. Then, if the House
has constitutional jurisdiction over this resolution, the purpose
of which is to treat with enemy countries, the treaty of Ver-
sailles ecould be put into the form of a resolution, passed by both
the House and Senate by a bare majority vote, and be approved
by the President, thereby becoming effective without having re-
ceived a two-thirds majority of the Senate, as required by the
Constitution. -

It has been cited by the proponents of the resolution that
Chile and an enemy country once made a treaty by the passage
of a similar resolution, and that Spain and Mexico did like-
wise; but gentlemen must bear in mind that we are not oper-
ating under the constitution of Chile, Spain, or Mexico: we are
operating under the Constitution of the United States, which
specifically provides that the President shall make treaties by
and with the advice and consent of the Senate, two-thirds of
that body concurring. So if the House has not the constitu-
tional power to act upon the resolution, its doing so will only
delay a final settlement between the United States and Ger-
many. If it has authority to do =o, which I do not concede,
then let us see what the resolution purposes to do. Does it pur-
pose to cease hostilities between the United States and Ger-
many? No; hostilities have long since ceased. Does it purpose
to demobilize the emergency army? No; the army has already
been demobilized. Does it purpose any action looking to the
prevention of war in the future? No; it does not. Then, what
ig its purpose. According to its text, it is to permit the resump-
tion of trade with Germany. Paragraph 1 of section 1 reads:

House joint resolution No. 327 terminating the state of war declared
to exist April 6, 1917, between the Imperial German Government and
the United States; permitting on conditions the resumption of recipro-
cal trade with Germany.

And paragraph 1 of section 3 reads:

That with a view to secure reciproeal trade with the German Governs
ment and its nationals, and for this purpose—

And so forth, *

We find much in the resolution designed to establish and main-
tain trade with the German Government, but nowhere do we
find a line, a word, or a syllable designed to establish and main-
tain peace in the immediate or remote future. It is therefore
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ohvious that the author of this resolution is more concerned
about the establishment of trade than he is about the establish-
ment of peace, and is more concerned about the maintenance of
trade in the future than he is about the maintenance of peace
in the future. And if the resolution is adopted and becomes a
law it will doubtless serve its purpose to reestablish trade be-
tween the United States and Germany and will preclude from
farther consideration the Versailles treaty, the chief object of
wirich is to restore and maintain the peace of the world, and
a8 I am more interested in the establishment and maintenance
of peace than I am in the establishment and maintenance of
trade with Germany, I can not support the resolution; as I am
more interested in preserving the life and the blood of the young
manhood of the country that must fight wars than I am in estab-
lishing trade relations with Germany for the purpose of swell-
ing the fortunes of those who happen to be fortunate enough to
have goods fo sell to Germany, I shall vote against this resolu-
tion, which is designed not to preserve peace in the future, not
to save the young manhood from future wars, but to establish
trade for the benefit of those who do not participate in war
when it comes,

In fact, Mr. Speaker, everyone here knows that while this
resolution is referred to here as the Porter resolution, it was
drafted by Senator Kxox, who is one of the archenemies of that
provision of the peace treaty of Versailles which undertakes
to prevent future wars, namely, the covenant of the League of
Nations, and who was also one of the ablest supporters of the
Lodge reservation to the league which provides that the power
of economic discrimination shall not he invoked against warring
nations except by act of Congress. I will say in passing that,
while that reservation was not discussed as extensively as other
reservations, it is the reservation most sought by the selfish
interests that oppose the League of Nations.

The power of economie discrimination, the exercise of the
power of boycott, suggested by Roosevelf, advocated by Taft,
and written into the treaty of Versailles by Wilson, if directed
against a warring nation, would render it unable to wage a war
of any consequence. No nation could wage an effective war if
cut off from and ostracized by the rest of the world. But if the
power to declare a boycott against a warring nation is with-
held from the league or the Executive and can not be exercised
until authorized by Congress, we all know what would happen
in the event another war should come. The interests engagegd
in the manufacture and sale of war materials and other sup-
plies would move upon Congress with their powerful influence,
and any legislation designed to establish economic diserimina-
tion, to exercise the power of boycott, would be debated at the
other end of the Capitol, where it is difficult to limit debate,
until an ordinary war would be ended or until the whole world
would become involved. Everyone who has given any thought
to that question knows that any bill designed to stop the ship-
ment of supplies to a warring nation would be talked to death
at the other end of the Capitol, or delayed indefinitely by those
representing the great manufacturing sections of the country,
who do not want their trade interfered with even though such
interference may be essential to the maintenance of peace. And
it is in that spirit of selfish greed that the Leangue of Nations
finds its greatest opposition among those who would maintain
commerce at the expense of peace, who would sell goods while
the world fights, who would swell their fortunes while the bloom
of the world’s manhood is sacrificed on the field of battle.

The resolution has another purpose also; it is being used as
a means of attempting to pull certain Members of another body
out of a hole in which they placed themselves by their temporary
defeat of the peace treaty, and I refuse to join in that effort.

We have also heard a great deal of discussion of and a great
deal of opposition to that provision of the League of Nations
which guarantees the ferritorial integrity of nations, but a
canvass of the opposing forces discloses the fact that they belong
to that class of Americans who have been clamoring for years
for American intervention in Mexico, and who express the
opinion that once the American flag is planted in Mexico it
should not and will not be withdrawn; and let it not be forgot-
ten that those same forces criticized Wilson in the 1916 cam-
paign because we were not at war with Mexico, and many of
them criticized him because we had not declared war on Ger-
many. They wanted war then and many of them are still urging
that we fight Mexico. 1 heard a prominent Republican, a Mem-
ber of this House, say a few weeks ago, “ We expect to clean
up Mexico if we get control of the Government at the next
election.”

Mr, Speaker, it is true that conditions are bad in Mexico; it
is true that there are American investments there that are
suffering as a result of those conditions; and it is also true
that the invasion and occupation of Mexico by the armed forces

of America would cause those investments to multiply ten, a
hundred, yea, a thousand fold in value. But that would be
worth nothing to the Government of the United States or to
the American boys who would be foreed to fight the battles. It
would benefit only the mighty rich who have elected to invest
a portion of their surplus in Mexico, If it is their choice to in-
vest in Mexico instead of investing under the flag of their own:
country that is their business, but so far as I am concerned, I
am unwilling to sacrifice one American boy or spill one drop of
American blood to protect their investments or enhance the
value of them.

Mr. Speaker, the hope and the prayer of civilization for the
last century has been that the day would comre when the sword
would be supplanted by reason, when nations like individuals
would be forced by the power of public opinion to settle their
differences in a court of justice instead of on the battle field.
And with the completion of the peace treaty of Versailles the
world breathed a sigh of relief and felt that the long-hoped for,
the long-sought result, had been achieved, and no one doubted
that America, which had stood as the world’s champion of peace-
ful settlements of international disputes for a quarter of a
century, would hesitate to ratify the treaty. But, alas, out of
petty political jealousies and prejudices by the one element and
selfish greed by the other an opposing force was organized and
put into action which seeks to destroy the glorious opportunities
for future peace for which we as a Nation had prayed for a
hundred years, and for which American heroes died on the
fields of France and Flanders. But I for one shall not despair;
I shall continune to hope, as I have since the day we entered the
war, that out of the great conflict will come a settlement that
will make future wars impossible or reduce them to a minimum,
I shall therefore support no resolution or movement that will
impede the progress of that great humanitarian movement. I
shall vote for the motion to recommit that is to be offered by
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Froopo], the purpose of which
is to repeal all war legislation; but this resolution is a decep-
tion, a sham, and a fraud, and I shall vote against it. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. FLOOD. Mr, Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Braston].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas is recognized.

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, we are asked by the Repub-
licans in this House to do a foolish thing. We are asked by
them to do a ridiculous thing. We are asked by our collengues
on the other side of the aisle to do an unlawful thing—to violate
the sacred Constitution which each of us has taken a solemn
oath to uphold and support—for the Constitution of the United
States plainly and eclearly provides that all treaty-making power
is placed only in the hands of the President and the Senate of
the United States. The House of Representatives has nothing
whatever to do with it.

Then why has this sham of a so-called resolution of peace
with Germany been brought in here by a Republican steering
committee under an autocratic rule which allows two whole
days of debate, yet will not permit it to be amended in the slight-
est particular? Dirty Republican politics is the only answer,
It is an attempt to camouflage the people of the United States
into believing that Republicans tried to bring about peace, whea
but for their action in the Senate, in killing the peace treaty,
there would be peace—dirty Republican peolities interfering
with the peace of the world, placing pages of unfair, misleading,
vicious, hot-air attacks upon the President and his administra-
tion in the Recorp, to be franked over the United States in an
attempt to win another election.

If only the President had given the United States Senate rep-
resentation on the peace commission there would have been no
opposition to the treaty of peace. We are victims of pique.
If on his return from war-stricken Europe with the signed in-
strument that tends to make future war impossible the President
had not been accorded such great ovation from the American
people from Columbug, Ohio, across the United States, there
would not be this continued effort on the part of Republicans to
diseredit him, to embarrass him, to hamper him, to jibe him, to
persecute him, aye, even to destroy him, if possible; for his
greatness worries our Republican friends. It disturbs them; it
disquiets them; it unnerves them; it makes them apprehensive;
early in the morning, at noontime, in the evening, and late at
night it somnambulates them, and they can not rest. Verily, we
are vietims of pique, of enviousness, of covetousness, of politieal
hatred.

The great Theodore Roosevelt was in favor of just such a
League of Nations to prevent war,

The great William Howard Taft is in favor of just such a
League of Nations to prevent war,
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In 1916 the great Henry Cabot: Lodge was in favor of just such
a League of Nations to prevent war, for in his speech here in
Washington before the League to Enforce Peace, on May 16,
1916, he said:

The limit of voluntary arbitration has, T think, been reached. Much
has been achleved bi it. It has taken ount of the range of arms a lar
mass of questions which once were causes, frequently of war, constantly
of reprisals, and by the general consent of civilized mankind has put
them before a tribunal and had them there-decided. If we have reached
the limit of voluntary arbitration, what is the next step? I think the
next step is that which this league proposes, and that is to put force
behind international peace.

We may not solve it in that way, but if we can not solve it In that
way it can be solved in no other.

But alas, the President did not give the United States Senate
representation on the peace commission. The President was
becoming too popular and beloved in the United States. The
people were forgetting to applaud anyone else. The President’s
Democratic Party was becoming too much in the limelight and
gathering too great a following., Something had to be done to
stop it, else it presaged harm for Republican hopes during the
years to come. But more important than all else, if this League
of Nations plan and the President’s treaty of peace were adopted
it would stop the manufacture of war munitions; it would close
up a lot of Republican gun and munition factories, and they
would have to change their machinery to ereate more useful
utensils ; the war program would stop; the war-preparation pro-
gram of 1916 would stop ; the $50,000,000 dreadnoughts would not
be built; the arms, ammunition, supplies, and equipment for a
great Navy and a great Army would not be sold; and the im-
mense profits anticipated by the Republican plutocrat manu-
facturers who furnish all the Republican campaign funds would
not go into their already bulging pockets, but would be kept in
the pockets of the people, out of which otherwise the same would
be taken through inecreased taxation. And under such pressure
of political hysterics our Republican steering committee is
cramming this absurd, meaningless thing down our throats.

When it passes by Republican votes, what will be accom-
plished? Absolutely nothing. Will there be peace? No; and
our Republican friends know it. Millions of men, women, and
little children throughout Eurepe will still suffer the outrages
of anarchy now menacing the enemy eountry until a treaty of
peace is entered into in a constitutional way, and this country
will still remain in a state of disquiet and turmoil until the
people elect a Senate that will ratify a proper treaty.

The same Republican colleagues of ours who are now forcing
this sham through the House are the ones who have voted for
an Army several times the size that would be neeessary had the
treaty been ratified, and are the same ones who voted for a
Navy program several times the size that would be necessary
had the treaty been adopted, for had the treaty been ratified
every conntry would have begun to disarm, would have reduced
its standing army, would have stopped its navy program in
the line of building battleships that serve no useful purpose
whatever out of war and are a dead expense to every Govern-
ment, and would have stopped over half of its annual expendi-
ture now made necessary in keeping up departments attending
to the war program. They are the same Republican friends who
have been trying to curse this Republic with compulsory mili-
tary training, that will take all of the young men in this coun-
try from their homes and put them into the camps to learn
bloody warfare. They are against furnishing a few police to

assist our allies in keeping the peace of the world and prevent- |

ing cruel war in the future, but they want to build dreadnoughts,
maintain a big fighting Navy, manned with boys taken foreibly
from the farms and businesses of the country, maintain a big
standing army, garner war engines, war munitions, buy mil-
lions of war supplies annually, and turn our friendly allies
against us, so that if Republican munition sellers can ever in-
veigle our country. into some fuss with another, we ean use all
of the man power of this country from 15 and 16 year old boys
up to fight the combined powers of the world. That is what our
Republican friends seem to be in favor of doing. !

I am for peace. I am againstwar. I am in favor of reducing
to the Iowest minimum the chances of war in the future. When
I ran for this office in 1916 one plank in my platform was the

following:
INTERNATIONAL PEACE.

In a short time the world will have had enough of war. We must
find a permanent solution of this question and make it impossible for
any country to successfully declare war, and at the same time provide
a just and adequate means of honorable settlement of all international

disputes.

I am against a large standing army. I am against building
these helpless battleships and dreadnoughts, costing hundreds of
millions, which would not Dbe needed with a League of
Nations. I am against compulsorymilitary training. When

you go to take an 18 or 19 year old boy out of a home now that
has one or more loved ones buried in France to send him to a
training camp each year during peace time you are going to
hear from the fathers and mothers of this country. The people
of a county enforce peace in that county. The people of a
State enforce peace in that State. The people of the United
States enforce peace in the United States. But when the peace
of the world is involved, it is the nations of the world that
should enforce it. “ United we stand, divided we fall " is just
as true when applied to the civilized nations of the world con-
cerning the peace of the world as it is true of the United States
when applicable only to the peace of the United States.

This Republican sham resolution will accomplish nothing
when passed. Republicans are camouflaging when they say
that they want war-time laws repealed. We Democrats have
wanted these Iaws, such as the Lever Act, which has cost the
producers of the country hundreds of millions of dollars, re-
pealed ever since the armistice was signed. We are going to
give you Republican colleagues of ours a chance to vote on the
subject of repealing these war-time laws, for the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. Froon], who has charge of this debate on
the floor, is going to offer the following substitute for your sham
so-called peace resolution, which substitute will read as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That all acts and joint resolutions of Congress
which have been passed sinece April 6, 1917, and which by their terms
are to be effective only for the period of the war, or for the present and
exlsting emergency, or until a treaty of peace should be ratified, or
until the proclamation by the President of the ratification of a treaty
of peace, are hereby repealed ; and all such acts and resolutions which
b{ their terms are to be effective only during and for a specified period
after such war, or such present or existing emergency, or the ratifica-
tion of such treaty, ¢r the proclamation by the President of the ratifi-
eation of such treaty are hereby repealed, which repeal shall be effective
at the end of the specified period, such specified period being construed
us beginning on the date of the: final passage of this resolution.

Now, this substitute to be offered by our Democratic colleague
from Virginia will repeal all of the emergency war-time laws,
and if you Republicans are sincere in wanting them repealed you
can repeal them. But every Republican in this House, whipped
into line by your party leaders, will vote against this Flood sub-
stitute, and will thereby prevent these war-time laws from being
repealed, and the responsibility of keeping such laws effective
will be on you Republicans,

This Congress has declared a state of war to exist between
this Government and not only the Imperial German Government
but also the Royal Austro-Hungarian Government. Why the
urgent necessity of now by this sham resolution declaring peace
with one and not with the other?

On April 6, 1917, this Congress passed the following resolu-
tion :

‘Whereas the Imperial German Government has committed eated acts

of war againgt the Government and the people of the United States
of America : Therefore be it

Resolved, ete., That the state of war between the United States and
the Imperial German Government which has thus been thrust upon the
United States is hereby formally declared; and that the President be
and he is hereby, authorized and direeted to employ the entire naval
and military forces of the United States and the resources of the Govern-
ment to carry on war against the Imperial German Government; and
to bring the confliet to a suceessful termination all of the resources of
the country are hereby pledged by the Congress of the United States.

And notwithstanding the fact that the power to end this war
through a treaty of peace is by the Constitution placed solely
with the President and Senate of the United States, the Republi-
ean steering committee of this House seeks to make this House
look ridieulous in the eyes of the whole world through the
passage by their party vote alone of this sham resolution of so-
called peace, now before the House, which means nothing.

What are these Republicans going to do with the other decla-
ration of war against the Royal Austro-Hungarian Government?
Are we still to be left at war with Germany’s main allies, though
put at so-called peace with Germany? This Republican action
iz ridiculous even to the children of our country, who under-
stand such eamouflage.

In the Star-Telegranr, published at Forth Worth, Tex., issue
of last Tuesday, April 6, 1920, is a splendid editorial predicting
that the Texas delegation will register its 18 vetes solidly
against this foolish measure, indicating that its ulterior, vicious
purpose and design will fool no intelligent person. >

Now examine the other declaration of war, concerning which
no action is taken. On December 7, 1917, this Congress passed
the following: ;

‘Whereas the Imperial and Royal Austro-Hungarian Government has

committed req:e;ated acts of war against the Government and the
people of the United States of America : Therefore be it
Resolved, ete., That a state of war is hereby declared to exist between
the United States of America and the Imperial and Royal Austro-Hun-
n Government; and that the President be, and he is hereby, au-
orized and directed to employ the entire naval and military forces of
the United States and the resources of the Government to carry on war
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against the Imperial and Royal Austro-Hungarian Government: and to
bring the conflict to a_successful termination all the resources of the
country are hereby pledged by the Congress of the United States.

Why do Republicans want to remain at war with the Royal
Austro-Hungarian Government? Why is it not just as impor-
tant for the House of Representatives to assume functions not
given by our Constitution and declare peace with the Austro-
Hungarian Government as with Germany? This House of Rep-
resentatives will have wasted two whole days and thousands
of dollars in this useless, resultless debate, without accomplish-
ing anything. The people of this country are going to hold you
Republicans responsible for such incompetency, waste, and in-
efficiency.

. Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. DEMPSEY .

Mr. DEMPSEY. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, everyone ad-
mits that the end sought by the resolution under consideration
is a most desirable one. The sole question is whether the Con-
gress has the power to pass the resolution. That being the only
question at issue, I pass to a discussion of it,

Section 1 of the resolution simply declares that the war is at
an end. There cgn be and is no dispute that, as a matter of
fact, it is at an end. The two questions involved are: Does its
ending in fact so terminate it in Taw as to invest the Congress
with the power to make the declaration which it attempts to
make by this section? As a general rule, well recognized by all
the authorities on international law, wars may end by the long-
continued suspension of hostilities. There has been such sus-
pension here for 18 months—surely a long enough time of itself
and alone to bring us within this general rule. But we have
auch more than a simple suspension of hostilities ; the halting
of the war was inaugurated by a solemn written agreement of
armistice, executed with the usual formalities by the contend-
ing countries, providing not alone for the suspension of hostili-
ties but for the conclusion of a treaty of peace and stipulating
as much in detail as could be done in the haste required in such
a document the terms upon which peace should be coneluded.

In pursuance of the preliminary agreement negotiations
promptly followed the signing of the armistice, which were de-
layed a most unusual time, not because of disputes between Ger-
many and the Allies, but solely on account of the difficulties
among the Allies themselves in agreeing upon the terms of an-
other instrument, included in but no part of the peace treaty,
creating a League of Nations, to which, for a considerable time
at least, Germany was not even to be admitted.

So there is and there can be no dispute that, in fact and in
law, the war is at an end. The question remains whether Con-
gress has the power to declare that the war has ended. No
question is raised except as to whether it involves the assump-
tion by Congress of the treaty-making power. Congress does
not attempt by this declaration to make a treaty or even to
negotiate with Germany. It does nothing more than to recog-
nize an indisputable fact, proven by incontrovertible evidence.
As the war has terminated by the suspension of hostilities and
it does not attempt to make a treaty or even to negotiate with
Germany by doing so, the Congress, under its general legis-
lative power, would clearly have the right to declare by reso-
lution the fact and settle all questions on the subject in the
business community and among the people generally. The
Supreme Court has recognized the right of Congress to pass
such a resolution under peculiar circumstances, and while the
case then under consideration was not one of a world war, the
principle upon which the case was decided was that some publie
proclamation of legislation would seem to be required to in-
form those whose private rights were affected by it of the time
when it terminated—United States v. Anderson (9 Wall, 56)—
and that principle applies with equal force and necessity here.

Section 2 of the act simply repeals war-time legislation. It
is assumed that the minority report contains the sober, well-
considered views of those who oppose this legislation, and it is
conceded in that report that the Congress has power to repeal
this legislation. (General statement, top p. 3.)

Section 3 provides for the resumption of trade relations with
Germany. It can not be disputed that Congress has power to
regulate commerce with foreign nations. That power is ex-
pressly conferred upon Congress by subdivision 3 of section
8 of Article I of the Constitution, and can not be disputed.
The question involved is whether the Congress seeks to exceed
this power by imposing certain conditions upon Germany,
requiring her to assent to them and give us notice of her as-
sent, and prohibiting intercourse of all kinds between the two
countries in the event that she fails to fully comply with these
conditions. It is strenvously urged that Congress is exceed-
ing its powers in imposing and requiring an assent to these
conditions, hecnuse—

(1) Any encroachment upon the treaty-making power by
Congress is unconstitutional ; and (2) the imposing of the con-
dmotna and requiring an assent to them is such an encroach-
ment,

I deny both of these propositions. What has been settled by
legal decision is much more conclusive than the best of
argument, aud it has been settled by the decision of our Su-
preme Court that under the power to regulate commerce with
foreign nations the Congress has the power to provide in a
tariff law that foreign nations which comply with certain con-
ditions imposed by the act shall enjoy exceptional privileges
conferred by it. The only difference between such a tariff law
and section 3 is that by the terms of the section under con-
sideration the German Government is required to notify us
of its assent, while in the tariff law the giving of such notice
was not required. However, it can not serieusly be contended
that the giving of this notice can make any material difference.
In both cases the provisions are in substance the same: A
foreign country is given certain trade benefits, provided it com-
plies with certain conditions. The important thing is, not
notifying us that it has complied, but compliance.

Besides, the argument that section 3 is void if it encroaches
in the slightest degree on the treaty-making power is not well
founded. By subdivision 17 of section 8 of Article I of the
Constitution, Congress is given power—

To make all laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying
into execution the foregoing powers and all other powers vested by
the Constitotion in the Government of the United States or in any
department or officer thereof,

However, the fact that one of the three coordinate branches
of the Government encroaches by its acts on a function prop-
erly belonging to one of the two other branches is not even
evidence that the act so done is unconstitutional.

This is well recognized by the authorities.

It has from the beginning been necessary to vest in each of the
three departments of Government certain powers which, in their essen-
tial nature, would not belong to it. * * * The courts have been
given the legislative power to establish rules of practice and procedure
and the exeentive power to appoint certain officials—sheriffs, ecriers,
bailiffs, clerks, etc.; the legislature has been given the judicial powers
of impeachment and of judging of the qualifications of its own mem-
bers, and the Senate the essentially executive power of participating
in the ap})oiutmont of civil officials; and the Executive has been granted
the legislative veto power and the juodicial right*of pardomning. (Wil-
longhby on the Constitution, vol. 2, 1262-1263.)

From this quotation it is obvious that the eneroachment by
one of the branches on the powers and functions of the other
is not infrequent and often recognized as valid, and the question
is whether or not the principal act done is one within the pow-
ers of the Congress and the encroachment only incidentul to
the carrying out of the principal act. Congress is given the
right to regulate commerce with foreign nations and to make
all laws necessary and proper for ecarrying into execution that
power, It becomes necessary for Congress in regulating com-
merce with Germany, a nation with which we have censed to
be at war but with which we have waged a war, to impose
certain resirictions, the necessary consequences of that war.
In imposing these conditions Congress has the right to do what
it has heretofore done in passing tariff laws containing reci-
procity provisions. It could not for a moment be contended
that the provisions contained in these tariff laws were the only
provisions which could be imposed. The fact has been recog-
nized that Congress has the right to impose conditions, and that
is what it is doing and all that it is doing now. The circum-
stance that the conditions imposed are deseribed in a certain
document does not bring the document referred to in question
here at all, except for a description of the conditions.

So, it is evident that even if we incidentally encroach on the
treaty-making power, this would not make the legislation un-
constitutional unless the encroachment was the main and prin-
cipal thing which was done and not a mere incident of the
exercise of the power to regulate foreign commerce, which we
are granted.

It is exceedingly clear that we do not encroach at.all, how-
ever, on the treaty-making power. The armistice has been
signed. It defines, in a general way, the terms on whieli the
treaty shall be concluded. It stands in the same relation to
a treaty that a land contract would stand to a deed. The parties
have entered into this preliminary arrangement which, defines
their rights and the United States can insist on its rights either
under the armistice or in a treaty to be concluded in accordance
with its terms,

The gentleman from Texas says that if we have the right to
declare peace now, we had the same right to declare it while
hostilities were being actively waged—in the midst of one of
the drives. In making such a declaration he misses entirely the
point under consideration. This is not a declaration that the
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war shall end, but simply a recognition by solemn declaration of
the circumstance that the war has long since ended. During the
continuance of the war the only right of Congress would be to
end it by refusing to grant appropriations, but when once the
war is ended Congress has the right to declare the fact.

The gentleman from Texas, too, very eloquently refers to the
wonderful services of our boys in the Great War, which has
ended with such a splendid victory owing to their bravery and
devotion. He seems to urge that in some way it is to their
interest to have a technical state of war continued. This would
be a bad return for all the wonderful services they have ren-
dered their country. We should not permit them to return to a
country where they have won peace by their sacrifices of life
and vigor, and impair and lessen the prosperity of the country
by continuing a technical state of war when the real war has
ended. It is our duty to make the country as prosperous as
possible, We should give them the best opportunifies that a
prosperous country can afford them, and not ask them to resume
the duties, obligations, and routine of civil life under discourag-
ing circumstances by saying, as we would say by the defeat of
this resolution, something that is not true, something that is
not the fact, that a state of war exists when those boys have by
their arms and by their valor ended that war.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New York
has expired,

Mr. PORTER. Mr, Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. GALLIVAN].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. GALLIVAN. Mpr. Speaker, I thank God in this hour
that I am not a constitutional lawyer. [Laughter and ap-
plause.] I am not even a curbstone lawyer. I have heard this
question discussed by constitutional lawyers and by curbstone
lawyers and none of them have impressed me. [Laughter.]

Now, it does not take a constitutional lawyer to know that
the House of Representatives has nothing whatever to do with
negotiating a treaty. The Constitution very clearly  provides
thut such authority lies in the hands of the President and the
Senate. There can be no question about the letter or the
intent of the provision of the Constitution. Buf in this peculiar
case which lies before us the condition of war into which we
entered in April, 1917, ean be summarily ended without the
necessity of any negotiations. We have not only defeated the
Government with which we were at war, but we have annihilated
it. lApplause.] It no longer exists. The Imperial German
Government has as completely disappeared as the imperial gov-
ernment of Napoleon or of Augustus. There is as a matter of
Iaw and of fact no government in Germany with which we were
at war, aud consequently no government in Germany with which
we are hound of necessity to negotinte at all. [Applause on
the Republican side.]

The Kaiser, the head of the old Imperial German Government,
iz now an exile in an asylum State. No longer does his im-
perious will sway and control the German people. He is now
content to saw wood within peaceful Holland. [Applause on
the Republican side.]

Myr. Speaker, I am one of those who believe that it is within
the power of Congress to say by resolution that the war we
wagzed with a vanquished Government has, like that Government
itself, ceased to exist; and if we deny the right of Congress
to declare that this war has ceased, we deny the right of Con-
gress to state an accomplished fact. In other words, we assert
that it is unconstitutional for the Congress of the United States
to say that something has happened which every child knows
has happened. To talk about the President and the Senate
being compelled to go hand in hand to Germany to ask for
terms of peace is to talk as the foolish talk. [Applaunse.]

Every sensible man knows quite well that Germany in her
present exhausted and chaotic condition will consent fo what-
ever terms of negotiation the President and the Senate, in the
exercise of their constitutional authority, may present to the
German Government. Nor, in case that Germany should demur,
would it be necessary either to resume military and naval war-
fare or even to threaten the resumption of warfare; a mere
threat of breaking off commercial relations would bring the Ger-
man Government to submission at once, because Germany can
not possibly continue to exist, much less hope to get again
upon her feet industrially, if the great markets of the United
States were closed fo her exports. The Congress clearly having
the right to declare that the war has ceased, the only question
to be answered is whether Congress should take that action at
once.

To this question there can be but one answer,

LIX—344

In the interest of our own trade and commerce it is highly
necessary that untrammeled communication between the United
States and Germany should begin at once, or else, when we do
open the highways to the German markets, we will find them
couped by the commercial invasion of England and other com-
petitive nations.

But, Mr. Speaker, there is another point. At this very mo-
ment, while we gather here, well clothed, well fed, and comfort-
able, there are literally millions of men, women, and children in
Europe dying from lack of food, from lack of medicines, from
lack of every convenience and necessity which make ecivilized
life comfortable, and which make even life itself possible.

If some inhuman ashman were to place a cage here on the
floor of this House and exhibit the skeleton form of one little
baby being slowly starved to death, there is not a man in this
House who would not rush to rescue the little vietim and kilk
its inhuman tormentor ; and yet in Germany, in Austria, in Hun-
gary, and in Russia there are literally millions of little babes
who die slowly before their mothers' and fathers' eyes, in the
agonies of starvation, and we, civilized Americans, are asked to
let this hideous spectacle of awful agony continue until certain
gentlemen can debate for several more months the important
question as to whether the majesty of the Executive and the
dignity of the Senate would be outraged by a simple declaration
of fact by the Congress of the United States. [Applause.]

Mr, Speaker, to sum up, may I say that on this question and
in this hour I can not give to my party what I owe to hu-
manity? [Applause.] I am for peace now, and I propose to
voté for this resolution with a conscience that is clear and a
conviction that I hope is an honest conviction. [Applause.]

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. CANDLER].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Mississippi is recog-
nized.

Mr. CANDLER. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House of
Representatives, I yield to no man in this great legislative body

or elsewhere in a sincere desire to see this magnificent Republie

at peace within its own borders and at peace with all the nations
of the world. I am a man of peace, and every fiber of my nature
at all times yearns for peace and quietude and abhors war and
unrest. Therefore I would go a long ways—even to the extreme
limit—to have peace and end war. :

I shall never forget as long as life lasts how awful and solemn
I felt in my innermost heart, under the most terrible responsi-
bility resting upon me, when we declared by act of Congress on
April 6, 1917, that a state of war existed between the Imperial
German Government and the United States of America; when
I came to the full realization of the fact that real war, so long
dreaded by us, was on in earnest between our country and the
Government of the arch enemy of civilization and mankind—the
German Kaiser. Neither will I ever forget the gladness and the
joy that filled my soul when real hostilities came to an end with
the signing of the armistice on November 11, 1918. The burden
that had been on my heart with ever-increasing weight, if pos-
sible, from the day weé entered the war was rolled away by the
joyous voice of victory and the resultant prospect of permanent
peace not only for our own country, but for the world. :

I shall never forget how glad I was to see our brave boys
returning home to their loved ones in a blaze of glory, re-
splendent with honor, and aglow with the purest patriotism,
having achieved a triumphant victory over autocracy and des-
potism and established as we believed the democracy and free-
dom of the world. While filled with joy to see these thus
return, we felt the sadness produced because others of our
noble boys had paid the supreme sacrifice to bring about this
glorious result; but we found comfort and selace in believing
they had not died in vain, but had wrought well for the future
of mankind and in their saecrificial blood had written another
chapter in the history of America which would shine on with
ever-inereasing brilliancy and glory to the end of time. Never
will I forget how we walched the supreme efforts of our great
President to make secure the resulis obtained by these noble
American soldier and sailor boys in securing the execution and
the signing of a permanent treaty of peace.

How America rejoiced when it was signed and we believed
war was to be no more and world peace had been made secure;
but, alas, the Senate of the United States has rejected that
treaty, although_it has been ratified by 32 of the civilized na-
tions of the world, including all our allies in the war and all
the nations who signed the treaty with us. Only the United
States, of the nations signing it, has failed to ratify it. The Sen-
ate by refusing to ratify the treaty has caused the United States
to turn away from all our allies and those who signed the treaty
with us and practically all the civilized nations of the earth
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and placed us in the company of China and Russia. They did
not sign the treaty, and hence did not ratify it. We did sign it
‘and then refused to ratify it. We are standing alone with super-
stitious China and bolshevik Russia. Do you think the people
of America will be proud of the company we are placed in by

s action of the Senate?

Nay, verily. Now, we are called upon by you Republicans
lto violate our oaths of office and pass this resolution, which is
contrary to the letter and spirit of the Constitution of our
country. You hope thereby to try to make a separate peace
with Germany in a little, short resolution of a few lines, which
is not worth the paper it is written on, but which if effective
would cause us to prove faithless to our allies, who sacrificed
the blood of millions of their brave men and billions of their
treasure in a righteous and common ecause with us, and in
-addition to that cause us to turn our backs upon the 32
civilized nations who signed the treaty with us and have
ratified it, thereby standing by their agreement to aid in its
enforcement to secure permanent world peace and prevent
wars for all time. You would also have us turn aside from the
ideals of our brave soldier boys, who fought our battles and
won victory. We will not do it.

By proposing this resolution you are trying to practice a de-
ception and a fraud upon the American people. If it should
become law, it would be a nullity, because it violates the Consti-
tution, and it could not and would not bring about the peace so
much desired. One party to a war can not make a treaty of
peace by resolution cr otherwise, and you know that. You are
not sincere in this grandstand flourish of trumpet’s play. Itisa
barrage; it is a camouflage.

It takes the agreement of both parties, solemnly entered into

by a contract, by a treaty, to secure peace, and a treaty can only
be negotiated by the President, and must be ratified by two-
thirds of the Senate.

The President, with the advice and consent of two-thirds of
the Senate, is the treaty-making power. The House of Repre-
sentatives has nothing on earth to do with it, and to-day you
are doing a vain, foolish, and ineffective thing. It would be
funny, indeed it would be perfectly ridiculous, if you were not
dealing with such a tragic and solemn situation. Now, let us
see what this resolution proposes to do. In section 1 it pro-
poses “ that the state of war” * #* % ¢« |g hereby declared at
an end.” Such a thing never before in the history of this Re-
public was attempted to be done execept through the instru-
mentality of a treaty, solemnly entered into between the bel-
ligerent nations.

In section 2 it provides that all the war measures in which
it is provided they shall terminate upon the termination of the
“war shall terminate when this resolution becomes effective.

That is a legislative power, and if you are honest and sincere
in desiring the repeal of the war legislation, we Democrats will
give you an opportunity to do that by voting for our motion to
recommit to be offered by Mr. Froop. If it is adopted it will
repeal the war measures outright and leave no doubt about it.
Will you vote for it? No; you will vote against it, thereby
demonstrating your insineerity and your determination in the
sacred name of peace to impose upon the credulity of the Ameri-
can people and deceive them if you can. I warn you now you
will not be able to do it. The people will see your hypoerisy
and visit upon you their just ecensure and condemnation.

Section 3 requires that to secure reciprocal trade with Ger-
many the German Government must, within 45 days after
the passage of this resolution, notify the President that it has
declared the war ended and that it waives all claimg, demands,
and benefits against the United States. In other words, it says
to Germany, “ You must aceept the treaty of Versailles, although
we have not ratified it The resolution refers to the treaty
specifically ; it makes reference to its terms and makes the
acceptance of those terms a part of the proposed settlement in
effecting peace, This is clearly nothing less than an attempt to
make a treaty by a resolution of Congress, and is unconstitu-
tional and would be wholly ineffective to accomplish that result.

Section 4 provides that any of our citizens found trading with
Germany during the time when trade with them is not per-
mitted shall be fined not more than $10,000 or be sent to the
penitentiary for not more than two years,

Section 5 provides that we shall not waive any of our rights
secured under the armistice or forfeit anything acquired during
the war by reason of our participation in the war—simply an-
other treaty provision which can not be made certain by simply
“ resoluting ” ourselves.

Such provisions as are here proposed can only be made valid
when secured by treaty. How are treaties made? The Con-
stitution of the United States says: “He—the President—
ghall have power, by and with the advice and consent of the

Britain, (A
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Senate, to make treaties, provided two-thirds of the Senators
present concur.” Then if the President is given the power, by
and with the advice of two-thirds of the Senators, to make
treaties, certainly the House of Representatives has no part
or parcel in the treaty-making power of the Government. All
our diplomatic affairs, and a treaty is a diplomatic affair, be-'
long to the executive branch of our Government and not to
the legislative branch. The Constitutional Convention fixed
that beyond question. They provided *that Congress shall
have power to declare war,” but denied to Congress the power
“to declare o

In the Constitutional Convention an amendment was offered
to add after the words “to declare war” the words *and to
declare peace,” and the amendment was unanimously voted down
and defeated, thereby showing that the Constitufion makers
denied Congress the power “to declare peace,” and provided
that that power should be vested in the President to be exer-
cised by making a treaty to secure and to proclaim peace. As a
further unanswerable proof of that fact I offer the history of
our country during all the years of our existence as to the un-
broken procedure adopted to secure peace at the tonclusion of
all the wars in which we have engaged. During our national
existence up to the time of this great World War we were
engaged in the Revolutionary War, the War of 1812, the Mexican
War, and the Spanish-American War—four great wars with’
foreign countries.

How were they terminated, by a resolution of Congress? No,
sirs; not at all. They were terminated by a treaty of peace
at the end of each of the wars. To substantiate this statement I
call your attention to the following memorandum furnished me
by the Legislative Reference Service, Library of Congress. Now,
listen ; here it is. It comes from a nonpartisan, unbiased, au-
thoritative source and is a simple statement of the truth of our
history :

[Library of Congress—Legislative Reference Service.]
TERMINATION OF WARS IN WHICH TAE U, 8. WAS INVOLVED.

In every case in which the United States has been involved in a war,
the termination of this hostile state has been effected through a treaty
eace. The following memorandum shows the mode followed by the

Un ted States in its four wars with foreign countries.

Memorandum on peace negotiations in twars of the Uniled States with
foreign couniries,

TREATY OF PARIS, SEPT. 3, 1783,

The commissioners appointed at the close of the Revolutionary Wi

June 14, 1781 (Journals of Contlnenm Coninree%hv 20, p}: 6-17—848)—
John A ohn Ju:r Ben
Henry Laurens— chosen

ns—we y the Cong‘rm under the old Artlclea
of Confederation (1:31 1789}.

'I'hiu Congress was a unicameral ¥s
and owing to the absence of any provision under the * articles™ for a
Federal executive it exercised bot Ieg!slat!ve and execntive functions.
Belns the sole plazce of Federal machinery, the rsht or appolntmemt

naturally vested in it (Journals of rreas,l p. 80; also

Bntler, C, H., Treaty-making gower of the U. 8
The provis! sional treaty of peace was signed at Pa.ris Nuv 30, 1782
lt was ratified

and the definitive treaty was signed on t. 3 1783
by Congress Jan. 14, 1 54 Sef

TREATY OF GHENT, DEC. 24, mc.
(War of 1812.)

On April 17, 1818, President Madizon, having accepted the offer of
the Russian Government to mediate between the United States and
Great Britain. appointed Albert Gallatin, James A. Bayard, and John
Quincy Adams as envotvs extraordinary and ministers d)len Mﬁotentl.u.rg to
negotiate a treaty of peace with Great Britain. n y 2

Madison sent these nominations to the Senate for confirmation.
debate immediately arose as to whether the functlons of the Secretnry
of the Treasury, which office Gallatin was then holding, were com-
patible with those of envoy extraordinary. On July 115 1813, the
Henate confirmed the nominations of Bayard and Adams, "but by the
close vote of 18 to 1T reject ‘he nomination ot Gallatin, (Adams,
H., History of the U. 8., 1801——1817 Y. VII, pD.

“The British Government now refused to a cept the offer of Russian
mediation, and instead offered to treat directly with the United States.
This offer President Madison hastened to accept, andson Jan. 14, 1814, he
nominated John Quincy Adams, James A. Bayard, Henry Clay, and Jona-.
than Russell as the new commissioners to ne otiate directly with Great’
dams, H., History of the U. 1801-1817, V. VII pp. 339-

B‘()mr days later, Jan. 18, 15814, with but Httle %pposit‘lon in the Sen-
ate, these nominations were con allatin was
once more nominated by President Madlson as one of the envoys g
tiate the treaty of peace with Great Britain, and on this occasion
appeintment wus promptly confirmed by the Eenste. Adnms, H. His-

tory of the T. 1301—-1 17, V. VII D 371—31’2 8.)
On Dee. 24, 1314, treafy was signed n't. v 15 1815, !
President Ma: n t ransmittcd the treaty o the Benn.te, and on the fol-

lowing dey it "'was unanimously agreed to by that bedy. On Feb., 17;
1815, it wg.s ratified by the President; ratifications were exchanged Fe b:
17, 1815 and on Feb, 13 1815, the tmatw was proclaimed.,
TREATY OF GUADALUPE HIDALGO, FEB. 2, 1848,
(Mexican War.)
On April 10, 18-!7. immediat after the news of the American victory
at Buena ’mm and the o n by American troops of the importanl:

g:wntaera. o tm;lesigleelil 3 olk u t1:1 the advm?atoi James Bl:I
cre of Btate, dec 0 appo a representative or com sslonn.
to nexolt:iy with Mexico. Nicholas Trist, chief clerk,

ate a treaty of E:m:n
arhnenttyof B8 was chosen for this commisu?on. and on

of the
April 18, 847, in great secrecy, and under an assumed name, he left for,
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New Orleans with a project of a treaty drawn up by President Polk and
his Cabinet. (Rives, (}i L., U. 8. and Mexico, 1521-—1848. V. II, pp.

424428,

On Mo’uday September 6, 1848, Trist had a final conference with the
Mexican pleni otentiaries, who tly refused to accept the American
project, and instead offered a counterproject which Trist declared
wholly inadmissible. President Polk now decided to recall Trist, and
on October 6, 1847, instructions to that effect were forwarded.
G. L., U. 8 and Mexico, 1821-1848, v. 11, pp. 520-521.)

Trfst. however, despite his instructions, remained in Mexico, and on
February 2, 1848, formally concluded a treaty with the Mexican pleni-
potentiaries. This treaty arrived in Washington on February 19,
1848, was accepted by the President, and on February 224 was sent to
the Senate, where, after a long and inrlted debate, it was agreed to on
March 10, 1848, (Ex. Journal, v. 3 ..gt. 2, gp. 1161, 1284.) It was
ratified by the President on March 16, 1845; ratifications were ex-
changed on May 30, 1848 ; and the treaty proclaimed July 4, 1848,

TREATY OF PARIS, DEC. 10, 1808.
(Spanish-American War.)

On August 12, 1898, M, Cambon, the French ambassador to the
United States, was authorized by the Spanish Government to sign a
fmtum] suspending hostilities between the United Btates and S{saln.

n accordance with the fifth article of this protocol President McKinley
on August 26, 1898, appointed five commissioners to represent the
United States in the negotiations for peace—Willlam R. Day, who re-
signed the office of Sccretar{{oi State to head this mission; Cushman
K. Davis (Republican from Minnesota), chairman of the Senite Com-
mittee on Forei Relationz ; Willlam P. Frye (Republican from Maine
and a member of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations), president
pro tempore of the Senate; George Gray (Democrat from Delaware
and also a member of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations) ; and
Whitelaw Reid, editor of the New York Tribune. (Congressional
Drectory, 65th Cong., 2d sess., Dec, 1897, pp. 26, 55, 68, 140151 ; ibid,
H6th Cong., 1st sess., Dec. 1809, pp. 40, 54. Richardson, Messages and
Papers of the Presidents, v. 14, pp. 6321-6322,) 5

n December 10, 1898, at Paris, the treaty of Eeace was signed by
the commissioners of both Spain and the United States. On January
4, 1899, President MecKinley transmitted it to the Senate, where, on
February 6, 1899, ratifications were advised by a vote of 57 to 27, On
the same day, February 6, 1899, the treaty was ratified by the Presi-
dent ; ratifientions were exchanged April 11, 1899 ; and the treaty pro-
claimed April 11, 1899.

Now, then, if the Constitutional Convention said Congress
should not have the power *to declare peace,” but did say in
the Constitution that the President did have that power con-
ferred upon him in authorizing him to “ make treaties,” to be
ratified by the Senate, and that course has been followed since
September 3, 1783, upon which date the treaty of Paris was
signed which ended the Revolutionary War, up to this, the 9th
day of April, in the year of our Lord 1920, * without deviation
or shadow of turning,” I ask you, my Republican friends, where
you get your authority, either from Constitution, international
law, or precedent, to end this great World War by a little five-
section resolution of Congress? You know you have no such
authority and you can not point to any in the Constitution, in
international law, or in the precedents of this Republic.

In your attempt to deceive the people by calling this a “ peace
resolution " and in passing it by your votes you will but stultify
yourselves, violate the Constitution you swore to support, and
make yourselves the laughingstock of the people of this coun-
try and the people of foreign landsg. I will not join you in such
a foolish, vain, and nonsensical performance. You say it is a
“peace resolution.” I say it would be more appropriately
styled “a resolution to involve America in more difficulties,
more complex situations, more friction, and possibly more
war,” because it might bring about diplomatic complications
and friction with other nations, who already distrust us be-
cause we have rejected absolutely the treaty which we signed
with 32 other nations, all of whom have ratified if, and. we
stand alone in rejecting it.

But you say as a justification for undertaking this unconstitu-
tional and unheard-of proceeding that you want to restore domes-
tic peace and normal conditions by repealing the war leg-
islation. Well, we will see whether you are sincere in that
statement. We will give yon a chance and put you to the test.
You have had since this Congress met on the 19th day of last
May to repeal war legislation, and you promised the people to
repeal it and pass reconstruction legislation in its stead, and
¥you are in the majority in the House and in the Senate, but you
have as usual proven false to your promises, deceived the people
again, and up to this good hour you have not repealed a single
war law or passed a single reconstruction statute. But you say
you want to do it now. All right.

Mr. Froop will offer the following motion to-recommit :

That House joint resolution No. 327 be recommitted to the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Affairs with instructions to the committee to report
the same to the House forthwith with the following amendment :

Strike out all the preamble and all after the enacting clause and in-
gert following the enacting clause the following :

“Phat all acta and joint resolutions of Congress which have been
passed since April 6, 1917, and which by their terms are to be effective
only for the x')erlod of the war, or for the present or existing emer-
gency, or until a trea&y of peace should be ratified, or until the proc-
Iamation by the President of the ratification of a treaty of peace, are
hereby repealed; and all such acts and resolutions which by thelr
terms are to be effective only during and for a specified period after
guch war, or such present or cxisting emergency, or the ratification of

(Rives,

such treaty, or the proclamatign by the President of the ratification

of such treaty are hereby repealed, which repeal shall be effective
at the end of the specified period, such speclfied Eerioﬂ being cﬁ:istrued
as beginning on the date of the final passage of this resolution.

‘We propose a legislative proposition, and if you will pass Mr.
Froop's motion it is constitutional and will effectively repeal the
war laws now on the statute books. The Democrats practically
to a man are going to vote for it, and I am going to vote for it
because we want domestic peace and normal conditions.

Will you Republicans make good your statement that you want
domestic peace and pormal conditions and make good your pre-
election promises to the people by voting for it and thus secure
the repeal of these war laws? If you fail to vote for it—if you
vote against it—you will again expose your hypocrisy and in-
sincerity by losing this certain, definite, and specific opportunity
to pass a law to repeal these irritating, objectionable, and bur-
densome war measures, the enacting of which was made neces-
sary by the war and for which there is no other justification.
So turn aside once from your partisanship and give your better
nature and your patriotism a chance and join us in the repeal of
these war measures. Will you do it? We will see very soon.

Now, in conclusion, let me reiterate with all the earnestness of
my nature, I am for peace. I never wanted war, but am now
and bave always been against war, where it could with honor and
safety to our people be avoided. When we had no other alter-
native but war or dishonor we preferred to ficht and did fight
for the preservation of our national honor and the security of
our institutions and the safety of our people, and to destroy au-
tocracy and despotism and to establish democracy and preserve
liberty. And our brave boys won a glorious victory, and I for
one am opposed to throwing away the results to which that
victory entitles us. Yes; I want peace, but I want a sure-
enough peace, secured in the proper way, and then it will be, as it
should be, a lasting peace; otherwise it will not. Therefore, in
this august presence at this solemn hour I pray God to give us
abiding peace within our borders and with all the world, to the
end that our people may enjoy contentment, happiness, and pros-
perity in the full realization of universal peace and the hope at
least that there will be no more war evermore. May God pre-
serve our great Republic and bless all our law-abiding, liberty-
loving, loyal, and patriotic people. [Loud applause.]

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield half a minute to the gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. HARRISON].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia is recognized
for half a minute. .

Mr. HARRISON. DMr. Speaker, under the authority con-
ferred on Congress by the Constitution, Congress on April 6,
1917, declared a state of war to exist between this country and
the Imperial Government of Germany, I voted for that reso-
lution, as our American sovereignty could no longer subsist if
we submitted to Germany's attempted dominion over our un-
doubted international rights. It was an epoch-making resolu-
tion, of stupendous significance, not only to the world of to-day,
but to generations yet unborn. All criticism of that vote has
died, if any ever had existence, and every thoughtful person
now realizes that no other course was consistent with the honor
and safety of this Nation.

As we are now considering the powers of this House to
officially end what that resolution initiated, a brief résumé of
the congressional history from that date does not seem inap-
propriate. I speak to some extent of my own part in it, not
that it was in any sense as important as that of others, but for
the personal touch which generally lends interest to a subject
of discussion. .

The first great act was the selective draft. I believe of all
the important measures enacted by Congress it contributed
most to the successful issue of the war., It came with a mi-
nority report from the Committee on Military Affairs, but it
is a great satisfaction to me to recall I was one of the eight
minority members of that committee who successfully carried
it through the House in the face of the opposition of many of
the leaders. It was novel legislation and its enactment as an
initiative method of raising armies was contrary to all prece-
dent. Under its provisions, however, 4,000,000 men, carefully
selected so as least to disturb industry, were speedily mobilized.
Yast sums of money had to be raised, in all aggregating, with
the loans to our allies, $34,000,000,000. Such sums had never
been dreamed of before in the history of the world, Aladdin
with his lamp had never pictured to the imagination of the East
such vast treasures.

Ag a member of the great Committee on Military Affairs, I had
my part in framing one appropriation bill alone which earried
$14,000,000,000.

New methods of taxation had to be devised so as to place the
enormous burden on those best able to hear it. Taxation was
laid so as to reach as far as pracficable those who were reaping
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a profit out of the war. “ Work er fight,” “ Make no dollars
out of this war,” were the slogans of the day as applied to labor
and capital. Time was all important and money had to be spent,
not with economy in view, but solely to get immediate results,
Great factories for all possible supplies had to be established,
enlarged, or pushed to the utmost capacity, and the country to a
certain extent must finance them. Wharves and piers and all
forms of facilities for handling shipments rose like magic at
many terminals both in this country and in Europe. Congress
made this possible. The telephone and telegraph systems, in
order to give priority to governmental service and to prevent
hostile use, were taken over by the Government and operated
as governmental agencies under legislative sanction. The great
railroad systems and all methods of transportation became
crowded far beyond capacity, and legislation was enacted by
which these great public agencies passed under governmental
control. Priority of shipment and priority of service were regu-
lated by authority of law.

After the armistice it was necessary to provide for the return
of the railroad systems to private ownership. This must be done
without dburden upon the public and without peril to the busi-
ness interests dependent upon the transportation systems of the
country. The conservation of food and of fuel demanded of Con-
gress the Food Administration and the Fuel Administration, and
publie suffering was aveided by appropriate legislation along
these lines.

One of the great operations of the Government under congres-
sional legislation was the building of a great merchant marine to
supply the loss from the ravages of the U-boats. The construc-
tion work svas on a vast seale, and in no war work was govern-
mental energy so conspicuously displayed. Every one who vis-
ited the great shipyards during their maximum development was
thrilled by the tremendous energy everywhere visible.

Congress enacted laws for compensation to the disabled sol-
dier, to the dependents of those who died in the service of their
country, and provided for allotments and allowances to the
dependents of the men in the service, for insurance of those in
the service, for vocational training, and, finally, for the return
to eivil work of the discharged soldier, so that he should not go
home penniless, and these laws in themselves constitute a code.

Legislation of the gravest importance is now pending before
appropriate committees, providing for the payment of a bonus
or otherwise making adequate compensation to all who entered
the military service. These propositions are now receiving
careful and considerate investigation, so that the Government
may be generous to the defenders of the country within the
capacity of the country’s resources.

It is impossible to narrate all the important laws under the
operation of which 4,000,000 men were mobilized in such fashion
as to cause the least possible injury to industry; were armed
and equipped with every weapon of modern warfare, fed,
clothed, trained, and 2,000,000 of them transported across the
sea, where by their unconquerable valor they turned threatened
allied disaster into a great American victory.

Besides these measures, more or less dealing with war condi-
tions, good-roads construction has received attention. I call
attention to the bill by which surplus war material has been
turned over to the State highway authorities of the several
States, and I greatly appreciate the following letter from the
State highway commissioner in regard to my efforts therein:

RicEMOXD, VA., 2March £§, 1920,

Hon, H. F, Byap,
Winchester, Va.

My Dear SgxaTor: I am just in receipt of yours of the 22d instant,
asking with reference to the distribution by the Government of war
materials to the various States. This has been done through the De-
partment of Agriculture in Washington in connection with the Federal
aid net. Considerable delay, however, has been occasioned by the un-
willingness on the part of the War. Department to declare machinery or
materials which could be used in highway construction or maintenance
ag surplus. It was therefore necessary for the way officials of the
United States to iry to get through Uengress legislation which would
clear up the situation.

As chairman of fhe executive committee of the Highway Officials’
Association, 1 took more or less active part in this work, and.cgy the
way, I found your Congressman, Hon. T, W. HARRISOX, most active in
his will 55 to assist us in these matters, and I feel that it is only
fair that I should say to you that I feel the State of Virginia, and, as
a mnatter of fact, all the other States, ewe to him the legisiation which
has just been enacted by the Congress. Judge Harrison's position om
the Military Affaire Commlittee placed bim in a particularly advantagous
position to bring about results.

This legislation, we believe, materially clears up the situation and
will enable the States to procure road materials which will be of inesti-
mable value to us in carrying forward our highway programs. The
greater part of this machinery will be nsed in connection with the State
anid Federal construction and maintenance.

Trusting that this will give you all the information asked for, I am,
Very truly, yours,

G, ', COLEMAN,
State Highway Commissioner,

9

But this Hounse has not fairly treated the agricultural inter-
ests. Under the guise of economy it has made injudicious cuts
in appropriations of great importance to the farmer, and this
in the face of earnest protests by Democratic Members who
more especially represent agricultural interests. The fight is
being carried to the Senate.

The great strain under which the Members of Congress have
worked in the last three years has taken a heavy toll of its
Members. Aany times has the flag on the Capitol floated at -
half-mast. Three of the Virginia delegation, of long and faith-
ful service to_their State and country, full of honors, amidst the
tears of their people, have been laid to rest beneath the sod of
their native State.

During this period Congress, in obedience to an overwhelming
mandate of the people, proposed by over a two-thirds vote the
eighteenth amendment to the Constitution, providing for na-
tional prohibition, which was ratified by 44 of the 48 States of
the Union. I was elected to Congress in the first instance on
this direct issue fer national prohibition, and I would have been
untrue to every pledge had I voted otherwise. Virginia was one
of the first States to ratify.

This Congress has enacted the Volstead Act to enforce the
provisions of the eighteenth amendment. The Republiean Party
alone is resvonsible for such imperfections as are found in this
act, as at the time of the passage of the Volstead Act the Re-
publicans were in control of both Houses of Congress.

The Volstead Act contains many imperfections and short-
comings, and I favored amendments to it, which were not
accepted. When it ecame up in the House it had passed the
stage of amendment, and the question then was whether it
should be accepted or rejected as written. To vote to reject
the bill meant that I was not in favor of enforeing the eighteenth
amendment. To vote to accept the bill still leaves it open at
the proper time to make such corrections as experience under it
shows proper.

The drastic features of the bill have been grossly exaggerated,
as it is not nearly so drastic as the Virginia State law.

The veto of the President was directed solely to that portion
of the Volstead Act which related to the war-time prohibition.
At the time the vote was taken in the House this feature of the
Volstead Act had become immaterial. War-time prohibition,
with or without the Volstead Act, continued until peace was
declared and terminated, with or without the Volstead Act,
when peace was proclaimed. On January 17 constitutional pro-
hibition became operative and war-time prohibition ended.

The President had recommended a repeal of war-time prohibi-
tion, but Congress refused to act on his suggestion, and he could
not, therefore, consistently sign the Volstead Act with this provi-
sion in it. As he had no fault to find with the other provisions
of the bill, and after January 17 the vetoed provision passed out,
my vote was in entire accord with the veto message of the Presi-
dent. I may add that my position on the Volstead Act was also
in entire accord with the Democratic members of the Virginia
delegation, including the late Senator Martin.

A certain slogan has gone forth in favor of “beer and light
wines " ; but it is difficult to understand what this eomprehends.
If it means nonintoxieating beer and light wines, then the Vol-
stead Aet does not interfere with such traffic. If it means intoxi-
cating beer and light wines, then the traffic necessarily involves
the return of places of sale and distribution. But no act of
Congress can authorize the gale of intoxicating beverages, and
the promise of a return to the traffic in such drinks is false and
delusive.

An impression exists in some quarters that Congress may by
definition of the amount of aleohol authorize traflic in intoxi-
cating drink. This would permit Congress by mere definition
to set aside a constitutional provision, which to any open mind
obviously can not be. The Supreme Court has held that Congress
may forbid the sale of liquor, even though the amount of alcohol
is far below the intoxicating point, but the court has never held,
nor is it within the range of possibility for the court to hold, that
Congress may define intoxicating drink and authorize an amount
of aleohol which would set aside the constitutional provision.
Congress can limit the amount of alechol below the intoxicating
point, as a part of the pecessary measures to suppress the traffic
in intoxicating drink, but this is the very antithesis of authoriz-
ing an amount of alcohol in drink which produces intoxication.

Absurd ideas are scintillated abouf the effect of the Volstead
Act as to traffic in liguids which have aleohol therein but which
are not used as beverages. It has been stated in public places
that traffic in vinegar is forbidden. This is wholly false. The
Yolstead Act applies only to malt, vinous, and fermented liquors
for use for beverage purposes.

Mr. Speaker, the resolution before the House embodies the
latent hope of everyone and that is a return to official peace and
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to normal conditions, but a resolution can not bring about that
which does not exist., In order to obtain official peace the war
must terminate according to the regular and preseribed method.
The Constitution preseribes the method and that mrust be fol-
lowed. Nor can one nation make peace with its belligerents by
its independent action, and a declaration of this kind simply
leaves this country with its hands tied in dealing with Germany,
and in the attitude of abandoning her allies. I can not therefore
vote for it. .

Never were conditions in this country and in the world gen-
erally so abnormal. The aftermath of war has left us problems
to solve almost as menacing as faced this country in time of
war. Stern and unflinching adherence to principle, conscientious
devotion to duty, is demanded of all who have their country’s
good at heart. Instead of partisanship at this time, all consery-
ative men should stand shoulder to shoulder in the great work
of restoration. Instead of division on matters of minor impor-
tance, there should be unity of purpose on the part of every
irue American to keep the country free of the dangers now cast-
ing their shadows on her destiny.

Mr. PORTER. I hope the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
Froon] can use some of his time.

Mr. FLOOD. I think there will be only one more speech on
this side. 2

Severarn Memeers. * Vote!” “Vote!™

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 minuntes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr, LonawortH]. [Applause.]

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I have listened to most of
the speeches made in opposition to this resolution, and my feel-
ings have been a combination of amusement and sympathy—
amusement at the gyrations of some of my distinguished friends
to get themselves in line, and sympathy with the dilemma in
which they find themselves. The general inadequacy of their
arguments shows that it is difficult even for the most astute to
defend the indefensible.

Constitutional lawyers have gprung up overnight upon that
gide of the aisle, and from their arguments it would seem rather
evident that they have confined their study of the Constitution
to overnight. [Laughter.] 1In fact, some have displayed that
quality of statesmamship which spells America with a little
“a" and constitution with a “k.” [Laughter.]

It has been 17 long, weary months now since the American
people were electrified by the news that the enemy had laid
down their arms and that hostilities had ceased. They heard
that the Kaiser, the archfoe of ecivilization, was fleeing from
his country with his precious -progeny, and they rejoiced that
peace was at hand, Not for one moment did they contemplate
the possibility that a year and a half could elapse and a state
of war still continue to exist. Yet to-day, though our Army is
dishanded and our Navy reduced to a peace footing, all the war
powers of the Executive continue in full foree and vigor. Trade
and commerce are out of joint. War boards and war commis-
sions flourish, and thousands upon thousands of useless em-
ployees and chair warmers abound in the land. Under all the
rules of international law we are to-day as much at war as
when our guns were thundering in the Argonne, and it is time
that this abnormal and anomalous cendition should cease.  And
so far as it lies in the power of Congress to do it, we propose
here and now to see that it shall cease. [Applause.]

The people of this country want peace. They are entitled to
its fruits. They expected it, and had every right to expect it
months ago, and it was beyond their reckoning that it would be
so long withheld from them by one man, no matter how stub-
born, and armed with no matter how great power and authority.
[Applause.] But there has been, and is now, one insurmount-

_able obstacle in our path toward peace, and that obstacle is the
President of the United States. [Applause.] DMore than a year
ago the treaty of peace would have been negotiated and ratified
had he not foreed the inclusion, in a manner and form insepar-
able from the rest of the document, as he has frequently boasted,
of the child of his brain, that un-American monstrosity known
as the Wilson League of Nations. [Applause.] It still remains,
though twice repudiated, an integral part of the treaty, and in
the exact phraseology bargained for and brought back by the
President. From the beginning he has insisted, and still insists,
that there shall be no peace unless that document as originally
conceived and drafted by him shall be kept intact, and in so
far as the peace negotiations were concerned he was successful.

As he embarked on the sghores of France from the imperial
yacht, the George Washington—heaven save the mark—he was
acclaimed and hailed as a sort of demigod; and small wonder,
for had not the American forces clinched the victory and was he
not the titular head of the American Nation? The manner in
which the people of Europe bade him farewell upon his return

from his second voyage overseas is a different story, and one
over which it is as well to draw the veil.

As we look back upon the days of the conference of Versallles,
the general misconception of the people of Europe as to the
precise nature of the credentials brought by President Wilson
from the American people seems little short of extraordinary.
Few apparently realized that under our form of government he
had at best only half the treaty-making power. It seemed to be
assumed also—and this assumption was by no means discouraged
on the part of the Executive by permitting the truth to be dis-
patched over the cables—that he came fortified with and pos-
sessed of the confidence of at least a majority of the American
people. It was known that Clemenceau had previously gone to
the country and received an overwhelming vote of confidence,
and that Lloyd-George, Orlando, and other dominant figures of
the conference had done likewise. It was never suspected, ap-
parently, certainly the President never encouraged the sus-
picion, that he had gone to the country in the only way possible
under our Constitution, namely, in a ecampaign, urging the
people to elect a Congress in control of his own partisans, and
that he had been overwelmingly repudiated at the polls. [Ap-
plause,]

And so the people of Europe, ignorant of the true conditions,
hailed him and glorified him as a conquering hero. He walked
with Kings and lost the common toueh. Voices in the air
whispered to him that heonors greater even than the Presidency
of the United States lay within his grasp, and he invented the
League of Nations, of which he was to be president. Beguiled
by the subtle flattery of sovereigns and the councilors of Ver-
sailles, he floated in an atmosphere of rosy dreams of power and
glory, and soon began to forget his real constituents—the Ameri-
can people—and to barter away their interests for the consum-
mation of his personal ambition. The old foxes about the peace
table, trained in the traditions and skilled in the methods of
European and Oriental diplomacy, saw in the League of Nations,
which to them meant little or nothing, a splendid pivotal bar-

gaining point, and for every inch they yielded during the negotia-

tions in what to them were nonessentials they exacted and
received an ell in essentials.

I had hoped to have time to quote rather elaborately from the
work of a distinguished author on the subject of the peace con-
ference, but I can read just one sentence from a book written by
Mr, Keynes, who was the representative of the British treasury
at that conference:

Clemenceau had been clever encugh to let it be seen that he would
swallow :the league at a price.

That is precisely what happened, and the price was paid by
the American people.

And so the league was bought and paid for at the expense of
the American people, and the President returned to display his
wares to his almost forgotten constituents. To his immense
surprise they balked at the bargain. He did not realize that
they had had an opportunity to irspect and dissect the docu-
ment, and had not been slow to conclude that instead of being
a means to prevent war it was directly provocative of war
and meant an involvement of America in controversies in which
she had no possible interest or concern. He found that effective
opposition had developed in the coordinate branch of the treaty-
making power and had spread throughout the land. Deeply
incensed at the course of events and unmindful of his mest
recent experience he again confidently took his cause to the
people. .

Reverse after reverse mef his efforts. His auditers were re-
spectfully unconvinced of his arguments and his persnasive
eloquence fell upon dull ears. Furious at his failure, he raged at
his opponents and coined epithets to fling at their devoted heads;
but the more he raged the stronger grew the opposition, until
finally one day during a pavoxysm of fury something snapped,
and he returned to Washington a broken man.

Unfortunately for himself the President had made a cardinal
and vital mistake in his judgment of the temper of the Ameri-
can people, His specious doetrine of internationalism, which
from the time of his deelaration of the policy of watehful wait-
ing he had been endeavoring with honeyed phrases to instill
into their minds, had made but little impression. He had found
that the doctrines of Washington and Hamilton and Jefferson
and the other great constructive statesmen were by no means
forgotten, He had discovered that the spirit of seventy-six still
dwelt untarnished in the souls of the American people. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side.] ‘There is no historical instance
with which I am familiar of a misjudgment of public sentiment
s0 complete; but it may prove to be not without value to pos-
terity if it shall teach to future Presidents that complete isola-
tion from the everyday citizen, if proper for a sovereign like
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the Mikado of Japan, does not comport with the institutions of
a great democratic Republic. [Applause on the Republican
side.] It will prove of supreme value, in my estimation, if it
shall teach the lesson that the proper place during his term of
office for the President of the United States is in the United
States. [Applause on the Republican side.]

What particularly concerns us to-day is the fact that peace
without action by Congress is impossible so long as President
Wilson remains in office. Though his following in the Senate
has diminished to a mere handful his influence has twice proved
effective to block all efforts to ratify the treaty of Versailles.
So long as he insists that his League of Nations must remain in-
tact in the treaty so long will ratification be unattainable, for
there will be always enough patriots in the Senate who will not
accept it under any circumstance or else only when so hedged
about with reservations as will make it an American document
and preserve the interests of the United States. [Applause on
the Republican side.]

For 17 months the Wilson League of Nations has stood between
us and peace. To some Members of the coordinate branch of
the treaty-making power it seemed so obnoxious to every canon
of American institutions as to be unacceptable under any cir-
cumstances. To a larger group it has seemed possible in the
interests of the procurement of peace to so hedge the document
about with reservations as to enable us to participate in it with-
out denationalizing ourselves. Both of these groups stand for
the preservation of American rights. They decline to permit
this Nation to participate in any covenant which will take from
the American people that primary attribute of sovereignty, the
right to determine who shall and who shall not be admitted to
our shores, later perhaps to enjoy the privileges of eitizenship.
[Applause on the Democratic side.] They refuse to permit the
denaturing of the Monroe doetrine. Above all, they resolutely
refuse to bind this Nation to a covenant under which we would
be compelled at the behest of some supergovernment to conscript
our younz men and send them to the uttermost ends of the earth
to fight battles in which they have no concern aml in which the
interests and the honor of the United States are in no way
involved. [Applause on the Republican side.] These constitue
the American group.

There is still another, which we may for convenience style
the international group. Not great in numbers but all-sufficient
under existing conditions to prevent the ratifying of any treaty
which does not include the Wilson League of Nations in exactly
the form he wishes it. They have stood impervious to all argu-
ments save one—* Unacceptable, W. W." And that fact was
admitied on the floor of this House only a few moments ago
by the distinguished Democratic leader, the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. KrrcHIN], who stated that the President
“controlled,” to use his own words, more than 20 Democratic
Senators. Their stubborn and successful fight to maintain war
throughout all these months might be aptly eulogized in such
lines as these:

Their's not to make reply,

Their's not to reason why

Their's to vote “ Nay” or "'Aye .
As the boss ordered.

[Laughter and applause on Republican side.]

We have arrived at an impasse. The guestion simply is,
Shall we, the chosen Representatives of 110,000,000 of people,
sit supine and permit the will of a vast majority to be thwarted
by the will of one man, elevated to office originally by a minority
and since then repudiated by a great majority? The American
people want peace and nine-tenths of them want it now. They
are wearied to death of the interminable and futile debates
in another body and they know that this resolution affords the
- only possible way to obtain peace. Gentlemen can not shirk
their responsibility by quibbling over legal technicalities. The
Constitution of the United States was intended to make effective
the will of the people, not to stifle it. Whenever it has been in-
voked for the latter purpose the courts have intervened. Can
it be that the statesmen who wrote the Constitution were so
utterly lacking in vision that they devised an instrument under
which an insignificant minority can keep this country indefi-
nitely at war when all actual hostilities have ceased and can
not be reopened? Is it possible that after a victory nobly
won, with the enemy crushed and impotent to renew the con-
flict, we must forever wait upon the whim of one man before
we may return to the normal paths of industrial activity? Must
we continue indefinitely to endure the vastly expensive war
commissions and boards which eramp and fetter the production
of our farmsg, mines, and factories? Can it be that we, the
legislative branch of the Government, are compelled by the Con-
stitution to lodge indefinitely in the hands of the Executive
powers which it was never contemplated should be exercised

except when our armies were actually in the field? Is there no
way by which Congress can terminate what amounts to martial
law in this country? To admit that we are without recourse in
this emergency is to admit that the Constitution is inadequate
to protect our liberties and that our form of government is a
failure. If such a preposterous proposition be true, then there
is no longer any balance between the legislative and executive
branches of the Government. The Executive is supreme and
Congress is subordinate, I am loath to admit, but I fear it is
true, that Congress stands none too high to-day in the estima-
tion of the people of the United States. Doubtless this is partly
due to the insensate greed of the Executive for power, but in
my opinion we ourselves are mainly responsible because of our
yielding on many occasions when we should have stood firm.
An opportunity now offers—no better will ever come in our
time—to play a man's part and thereby restore our lost prestige.
I repeat, the American people want peace and they want it now.
Shall we quibblé about technicalities and whine about a possible
veto from him who must be obeyed and then finish by doing
nothing? Then, indeed, we shall deserve the contempt of the
people and a seat in this House will carry with it diminished
honor in the years to come.

Congress had and exercised the power to declare that a state
of war existed between this country and Germany., Nearly a
year and a half ago Germany laid down her arms and her
navy passed out of existence. Our Army has disbanded and our
Navy has been reduced to a peace footing. Under such circum-
stances it is mere quibbling to deny that Congress has the
power to declare that a state of war has ceased to exist. Under
any reasonable interpretation of the Constitution we have that
power and by its exercise we may determine the date at which
the state of war terminates. That is what ig done by this reso-
lution. Under it we also undertake to prescribe the conditions
under which Germany may resume and enjoy complete trade
relations with us. To assert that this is an exercise of the
treaty-making power is pure equivocation and a mighty feeble
excuse for avoiding responsibility.

This resolution is designed to meet a situation for which there
is no other remedy. Without action by this House no peace is
possible except by the sacrifice of principles that millions have
fought to preserve and that of all Presidents Woodrow Wilson
has been the first to abandon. Holding a club over a requisite
number of Senators he has prevented action and will prevent
during the remainder of his term of office the ratification in the
ordinary manner of any treaty which does not contain as its
very essence and heart a covenant which 90 per cent of the people
resent as un-American. For nearly a year and a half they have
been patient, but patience has ceased to be a virtue. They turn
to us as a last resort for the relief which this administration has
denied them.

To me our duty seems so clear and manifest that it amazes
me that you gentlemen of the Demoecratic Party should make it
a matter of partisan politics. When you were in the majority
we upon this side did everything in our power to assist you in
winning the victory. Yet now that we are in the majority you
do everything in your power to prevent our bringing to the
American people the full enjoyment of the fruits of victory.
You know—who does not?—that we are proposing the only pos-
sible method of bringing about peace. Yet you are doing all
you can to thwart us. You suggest no remedy, yet you re-
pudiate the only one available,

We wish that we could have had your help to pass this reso-
lution, but we can and will accomplish our purpose without it.
We in this House have a double duty to perform—a duty to our-
selves and a duty to the people. By our action to-day we will
demonstrate that the House of Representatives has ceased to be
the legislative amanuensis of the Executive, that we have again
become at least a coordinate branch of the Government. We
will demonstrate, too, that when the manifest will of the many
is being thwarted by the will of the few there is at least one
political party of sufficient construective ability to see to it that
the will of the majority is made effective. Before we adjourn
to-night we shall have paved the way to peace, an American
peace, a peace of which Washington, or Jefferson, or Lincoln, or
Roosevelt would not have been ashamed. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. Krauvs].

Mr, KRAUS. Mr. Speaker, there is apparently one accord here
to-day that a state of peace actually exists, and that it is vitally
important to the commercial and industrial welfare of the coun-
try and to its general tranquillity that the fact of peace be given
official expression. The war with Germany ended nearly a year
and a half ago. Our Army and Navy havé been demobilized to
peace status, and our young men have long since laid aside their
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uniforms and returned to the pursuits of peace. We are even
trading with our late enemies, and the techniecal state of war we
are maintaining is of no consequence to other counfries, with
effects only internal. The President, too, so recognizes, for he
has vetoed legislation founded, as he stated, on war, and which
was not justified by the existing peace, and in numerous Hxecu-
tive communications he las affirmed that the war closed in
November, 1918, This fact is so palpable that even for con-
venience in argument no one in the course of this discussion
has thought to gquestion it, and yet beeause the President blocks
every avenue to formal peace, except through the League of
Nations, this faree of war is to be continued indefinitely.

When the Congress declared war against Germany the Presi-
dent and the Congress said it was because our rights and wel-
fare had been assailed, our citizens and interests attacked, and
that we were going to war to vindicate our rights and eliminate
from the world the menace of military autocracy. There was
no other purpose whatever assigned or understood by the Con-
gress: and people, and therefore when tliese purposes were
accomplished our task was done and an immediate peace should
have been concluded with Germany that would have vindicated
our rights, assured us against future attack and of the per-
manence of our victory, but as the war progressed the President
gave evidence that he had other purposes in view than those
expressed in the declaration of war. It was of no consequence
that he declared that the object of the war was to make the
world safe for democracy, for no one believed it then or believes
it now; but when, as the war was drawing to a close, he gave
it another meaning of his own creation and he heard voices in
the air mandating him to deliver fhe country te a superior
sovereignty, his vision became serious and alarming and the
national voice, the materinl voice of myriads of patriotic men
whose feet were on the earth, was heard at the polls in vehement
mandate to the Congress, and especially to the Senate, to protect
and save the country. But even after this, with astonishing
persistency in the mandate which he alone was able to hear,
he insisted to the world that it rang so clear, so imperative,
that he enmesh his country in a supergovernment—of which, of
course and incidently, the same voice whispered he should be
the first roler—that he was left no discretion, but reduced to
a mere scrivener to write the instrument of assignment; and
yet there is evidence that discomforting doubts came to him
and that more and more his confidence became shaken in his
inspiration, and that finally he came to distrust and at last
lose confidence altogether in his ethereal mandate. Had he re-
mained confident that he was but the utterance of a high
authority, certain and definite in a distinet and determined pur-
pose, he would not have hazarded his high commission by com-
plicating its execution with an extrinsic or foreign subject, but
would have brought back a League of Nations covenant in per-
fect purity, untrammeled by the terms of peace with Germany,
respecting which he had no mandate and the approval of which
there was no certainty. No matter with what distrust or sus-
picion his manner of executing the league covenant cast upon
his sincerity, what appearance it gives of pretense and good
faith, or what intense indignation it may stir, we must refrain
from free expression, for, after all, Mr. Wilson is the President of
the United States. But on the authority of Mr. Wilson himself
we are privileged to say that he was so determined to merge
the United States with a superstate, to subordinate it to a for-
eign sovereignty, and to preclude the American people from free
consideration and expression in the matter that he purposely
and deliberately resorted to the device of interweaving the
Learue of Nations with the treaty of peace with Germany, As
he himself has deeclared in a speech which he delivered in New
York on March 4, 1919, when he said:

And when that treaty comes back gentlemen on this side will find
the covenant not only in it, but so many threads of the treaty tied to
the covenant, that you can not dissect the covenant from. the treaty
without destroying the whole vital structure. The structure of peace
will not be vital without the League of Nations, and no man is going to
bring back a cadaver with him.

Such unprecedented methods have been employed to accom-
plish a purpose by men who were less distinguished and who
were not looked upon as the epitome of the honor of this great
Nation. The President appointed himself plenipotentiary to
negotiate a treaty with countries with which we have not been
at war on a proposition and in consummation of a policy abso-
Iutely foreign, independent, and distinet from the cause of our
war with Germany, and then not only attempted to deprive the
people of free considerdtion and judgment in the matter by
complicating it with the treaty of peace, but he attempted to
coerce them into ratifying it by holding the distress of war over
thiem until they shounld submit to his will. After intertwining
the league covenant with the treaty of peace, he said to the
Senate of the United States and to the country, “If you want

peace, yield to my will. It is this treaty with the covenant
rider or no treaty. Take it in this form or leave it. Take this
in its entirety or you shall have nothing. 'Accept this covenant
or I shall continue the infliction upen the country of war.”

So far as the actual terms of the treaty of peace with Ger-
many are concerned, there is no difficulty. They are acceptable
tor America and in instances Germany has already agreed to
them. Then, in fact, the war is at an end and even the written
terms of peace are agreed upon, but as a state of war gives to
the President a leverage in his efforts to force the League of
Nations on thiscountry, he will not permit a restoration of peace.
The same instrument which he handed to eonquered Germany
with the command, *“ Sign here or war shall be continued,” is
now presented to victorieus America with this same imperialistie
eommand, with the same threat, and, what is more, his support-
ers insist that this sovereign country has no alternative but to
accept. While, of course, conceding that the Congress alone is
vested with the prerogative to declare war, the President and
his supporters contend it has no power of initiative in restoring
peace; that until the President moves affirmatively and in writ-
ten terms, the war must continue; and hence, logically, should
the President fail or refuse to act at all, such inaction would
preclude the possibility of peace. There is no other construetion
to be given to the President’s speeches and letters or the argu-
ment of his supporters. To these gentlemen and for their con-
venience, the Constitution closes every avenue to peace. Be-
cause of it we can not follow precedent in our own history or
that of nations, or act under the high authority of international
law. All of their arguments in construing the means of peace
bring us back and confine us to the one solitary method—that
of ratifying the league covenant, and this, too, without the dot-
ting of an “1” or the crossing of a “t.”

It is mere dictum, I know, but patent and fally sustained, that
the proponents of the league eovenant have but one interest and
but one purpose in the leng, protracted struggle for peace which
has been going on, and that is to force this eountry into the
League of Nations.

While it is recognized that the House is without voice in the
creation of international treaties, yet the situation has made the
obligations, expediency, and consequences to America of her en-
tering a League of Nations the text of all speeches on the pend-
ing resolution.

The constitutional authority and other means of establishing
peace have been so exhaustively discussed that seemingly nothing
more can be said without mere repetition, and therefore, as the
treaty and league covenant are questions of the gravest impor-
tance and consequence to the House of Representatives per se
and as the most immediate representative in government of the
people, it may be well to consider for a moment the relation of
the House to the treaty, which to my notice has not been re-
ferred to.

Should this treaty be ratified it would undoubtedly wrest from
the House its highest and most sacred constitutional authority
of declaring war and judgment in making appropriations of
public money for many international uses, and it would vest this
authority in the superstate. The Constitution provides that a
treaty made by the President and the Senate *shall be the
supreme law of the land,” and therefore should this treaty be
ratified the House would be as subject to its mandates and
inhibitions as it is to the Constitution, of which the treaty would
become a part, and hence the House would be legally and
morally bound to perform all the reguirements that would be
necessary to the execution of the terms of the treaty. The obli-
gation of the House to obey and earry out the engagements of
treaties was considered and confirmed by the House of Repre-
sentatives as early as 1796, with the cordial concurrence of
Washington. The Jay treaty could not be executed without an
appropriation of public money, and, as under the Constitution
such appropriation must orignate in the House, the guestion
was’ whether the House was under compulsion by the require-
ments arising from the treaty to vote an appropriation when
the House did not approve of the treaty. In 1835 the House
again acknowledged the compelling power of a treaty by making
important changes in our tariff laws because an international
treaty had pledged to do so. During President Jackson's ad-
ministration our Government protested against the action of
the French Chamber in refusing to vote an appropriation for
an indemnity which the King in a treaty had promised to pay.
There is one resolution of the House of Representatives holding
to the contrary of this principle, but from a study of it and of the
circumstanees induelng its passage, it will be seen; I think, that
this resolution is not authoritative. Then applying this pro-
vision of the Constitution and the compulsion of the House to
obey it to a hypoethetical situation, which is sure to become
actual under the operation of the League of Nations, there is no
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disagreement with the contention of the President that the
league covenant establishes a superstate, endowed with authority
to compel obedience to its edicts. One of the superstate's most
distinetive powers is to maintain the boundaries and territorial
integrity of such subordinate or signatory nations as it may
recognize, and another that it may levy upon nations for men
and means to enforce its judgments and decrees. There could
be no dispute as fo these provisions of the covenant without the
Senate's reservations.

The league has created and is covenanted to maintain the
national integrity of Poland, which country in mere ambition is
to-day at war extending her national boundaries. She must be
upheld or restrained, as the league may conclude, which, of
~course, implies force in either event—either against Rusdia to
enforce the ambitions of Poland, or with Russia to compel
Poland to withdraw within her own confines, as fixed by the
superstate. It would be sheer nonsense fo contend that while
the league has the duty to establish national boundaries, it has
no power to draw upon the man power and resources of its sig-
natories to enforce its authority. Mr. Wilson himself so con-
tends in saying that the Senate reservations to article 10 of the
treaty takes the life out of the covenant by depriving the league
of authority to draw upon the United States in the conduct of
wars it is waging without a declaration of war by Congress.
Then by virtue of the Constitution, the treaty having become a
part of the * supreme law of the land,” the House has no option
in the matter, but is under compulsion to tax our people and ap-
propriate public money in any amount which the league would
apportion the United States as her part of the cost of establish-
ing by force of arms the boundary line between Poland and
Itussia, But the case of Poland is only a mere instance.

The city of Fiume is already in open revolt against the league
and but the other day sent a statement to Sir Eric Drummond,
secretary of the league, that the league was attempting to de-
prive Finme of her rights and sovereignty; “ that the pseudo
League of Nations is nothing more in reality than an instrument
by which the British Empire and other capitalistic States serve
themselves by insuring the hegemony of the rest of the world.”

There was much more in this communication, but enough has
been given to show that Fiume is already in revolt against her
master and that certainly the league must soon send a fleet and
an army there to restore obedience, and here, too, were the
United States in the league, the House would have no choice in
the matter, but would be compelled to levy a tax and make ap-
propriations to carry out our national obligations under the
treaty and thus support this war.

Roumania is likewise in open revolt, for, as she contends,
while her territorial dominion has been extended, the league has
veprived her of her sovereignty and she is even threatening to
withdraw from the league by force of arms. Of course, here
also could be a necessity of the superstate making requisition
upon our public funds.

Nations are at swords points as to which of them shall have
the rich Provineces which have been wrested from Turkey, Egypt,
India, Albania, even Greece, and a large part of Italy, and, in
fact, it is difficult to name a country other than Japan, France,
England, and the United States that at this time is not either
at war or whose peoples are nof in open insurrection in whole
or,in part, while the general unrest in the countries I have ex-
cepted i8 well and generally known.

Mr. Wilson in the name of peace would plunge the United
States into this world riot and orgies of war in fetters. The
IHouse would be helpless to guard and protect the National
Treasury and would become a mere antomaton in the hands of
the League of Nations to vote such taxes on our people and
make such appropriations of money as the superstate would
at pleasure command. But let us turn from war to glance at
the cost to the United States of the operation of the league
when the world is at peace ; when turbulent Europe is meek and
submissive, and when we would not be required to support
armies and maintain wars, but would only be required to con-
tribute our part to the cost of maintaining eivil government in
Europe under the league. As now required, to say nothing of
what further and later may be demanded, we are to participate
in the commissions created to supervise affairs in Belgium,
Saar Basin, Czecho-Slovak State, Poland, free city of Danzig,
and Schleswig boundary. We are in like manner participants in
the Saar Basin government commission. We are to participate
in plebiscite commissions of Poland, Schleswig, and East Prussia,
and the interallied military, naval, and aeronautical commis-
sions of control, charged with the enforcement of the disarma-
ment provisions of the treaty. We are to have ouf arbiters to
determine the amount of river eraft that shall go to France on
the Rhine and to the allied and associated powers on the Elba,
the Oder, the Nieman, and the Danube, and to determine the

conditions under which the international eonvention relative to
the St. Gothard Railway may be denounced. Finally, we are
one of the four powers whose representatives are to sit as a
representative commission to assess damages against Germany,
to appraise credits, to judge of her economic requirements as
affecting her ability to furnish certain raw material, to pass
on her tax system, to postpone payment of her debts, to pre-
scribe the conditions of her bonds, to recommend abatement of
her debt, fo appraise the value of public property in ceded ter-
ritories, and a great bulk of other duties, all of which may
make or break the peace of Europe by an obligation on our
part that baving so participated in the breaking we shall once
more contribute our millions of men and our billions of dollars
to the readjustments. Imagination can hardly outstrip reality
as to the cost of carrying on even orderly civil government in
Europe, and yet the House could only in effect make appropria-
tions when and in amounts as ordered by the league.

The civil pay roll alone would be enormous. But our partici-
pation in civil government might prove interesting, and in this
we could have some compensation for our outlay.

It is probable that party lines in Ameriea would be drawn on
the policies to be pursued in administering the multitudinous
affairs of Europe referred to, for if our people are interested to
the extent of going deep into their pockets, they certainly will
want to know what they are getting for their money. They
will want an understanding and a voice through Representa-
tives in Congress of what is going on over there in Europe,
what policies are being pursued, and how these trusts are being
administered. If possible, they should not divide on policies;
they certainly would on spoils and plunder, for there would be
rich picking. It would be only the army of clerks that would be
under the civil service, and hence nonpartisan, while there are
innumerable high commissioners to be named by the party in
power. Of course, no man of ordinary ability could fill these
high stations of great responsibility, and, of course, salaries and
expenses, it is no exaggeration to say, running into the millions
would have to be in keeping with the high statesmanship re-
quired. Were the amount of salaries of commissioners and
clerks and the amount of other expenses to be left to the House,
these might give some perplexity, and some money might be
saved, but undoubtedly th> superstate would fix salaries, ficure
the general budget, and pass it to the House with an order to
pay it.

We who so long have been accustomed to considering the
propriety and the amounts and objects of appropriations asked
out of publie funds are naturally slow to comprehend that with
going into the league we would surrender these options and that
the demands of the League of Nations would be supreme,

Out of all of the pessimism and gloom which shrouds the
league covenant, the brilliant vision to office seekers of public
pap looms in relief. But even this is not without a cloud, for
Mr. Wilson might conclude to reward the worthy syndicated
patriots who assisted him in putting the League of Nations
across—such men, for instance, as ex-President Taft and Attorney
General Wickersham and many of such high-priced international
lawyers; the personnel of the league to enforce peace en bloc;
some of the international brokers, who hold large speculative
investments in promises to pay of pauper nations, in the financial
and physical integrity of which they are, of course, financially
interested ; and possibly the editors of some of the metropolitan
newspapers, who seem to have no country and no object but to
serve great interests. Of course, such men would come high, and
their expense accounts would hardly be less than some of the
dollar-a-year patriots who served in Washington during the war
and rendered an expense account of $6,000 per year. I am not
attempting irony in presenting this aspect, for it is real and
serious. The fact is the United States would be a packhorse of
burdens which the treaty. would put upon it in the matter of civil
government alone, which is the least birdensome prospect of the
League of Nations.

It may be that it will require actual sober experience to
impress these facts upon our people, but it well may be at least
surmised that eventually when our people settle down to the
consideration of the dollars and cents to them which the League
of Nations means and of the House having to yvote enormous
appropriations year after year, obedient to orders from Europe,
in order to support foreign civil governments or to keep people
gome three to six thousand miles away from fighting and killing
each other, that at taxpaying time and when soberly considering
the high cost of living, they will lose interest in the poetry of the
leagne and wish that Europe could attend to her own business
and bear her own burdens; but let us remember that once in the
league our people will be helpless to stop payments or to with-
draw, for the league covenant provides for perpetuity of its
existence and affords no means for the United States to with-
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draw until the signatory powers say we have discharged all of
our obligations. And certain it is, with Europe the judge as to
when we have discharged our obligations, we would have to pay
dearly for the privilege we had exercised. To refuse to keep
up payments would be in violation of the constitution of the
league and of our own Constitution, and nothing could be more
revolutionary in character, and it would unquestionably precipi-
tate an immediate war with the entire world against us.

I appeal to our people to turn their eyes for a moment from the
deceptive and luring vision of peace with which they are being
baited and look at the practical, financial, and homely side of
this serious question.

1 shonld refer to another matter before closing. There seems
to be a scurrying to fix the responsibility or blame of defeat-
ing the treaty and league covenant upon some one or some
group in the United States Senate. 'T'o me, as I understand the
league covenant, after painstaking study, this is incompre-
hensible, for I consider the dangers of the covenant so serious
and the surrender of our national sovereignty and individunal
liberty so certain that it appears to me that instead of trying
to fix the blame for destroying the covenant we should identify
the men or group upon which to confer the honor.

It is probable that because the President has said that the
reservation to article 10 takes the life out of the treaty and
because the great battle in the Senate has raged around this
article that the public believes that by the adoption of the
reservation the fangs of the covenant have been extracted and
that all danger is past. Nothing could be further from the
facts. The reservation, important as it is, merely preserves
the present constitutional power of the Congress to declare
war, any provision in the league covenant to the contrary not-
withstanding. This with the other reservations materially
Americanize the covenant, but the fabric itself of the covenant
remains unimpaired and the reservations do not subtract from
the great mass of its remaining provisions that are essential to
confer upon the superstate its far-reaching powers. So far as
the chief purposes of the league are concerned, our commitment
to it and our moral and most of its legal obligations to and
under it remain. The reservations preserve to the United
States certain powers and the right to exercise its own judg-
ment on matters the covenant took away from it and conferred
upon the league. But notwithstanding this they leave us in
the league as fully as provided in the original covenant. They
do not destroy the basis of the league. We are still to partici=®
pate as o member of the league in the affairs, political and
financial, of the world generally and of other nations respec-
tively. We are as a member fo contract and assume great
financial and other obligations and to take upon ourselves all
of the grave responsibilities mentioned by the covenant and
which may be hereafter assumed or undertaken by the league.
With participation in the contracting of these vast obligations
and responsibilities there goes necessarily the obligation to not
only respect our own but to demand performance by other
nations of reciprocal obligations., This means force, for there
must be some existing power—moral, legal, or both—behind con-
tracts, national or private, to assure their performance.

I have already discussed the constitutional character and
mandatory power of our international freaties, and said in
substance that when once in the league the superstite could
command the United States to war to ecarry out its own pur-
poses, and I have endeavored to make clear that the House of
Representatives—or the Congress, for that matter—would be
compelled to impose taxes to enable any appropriation that the
superstate would require. There is no exception to these propo-
sitions, even considering the reservation which prevents the
league from using our military forees at will ; for, notwithstand-
ing this reservation, the amended covenant, if ratified, would
require the Congress both legally and morally to make such ap-
propriations as the superstate called for to discharge engage-
ments undertaken by and in operations of the treaty.

The principal allied foreign nations, international bankers,
and investment brokers understand this perfectly and really
care but little for the reservations, for through the lengue they
would have and use the credit, wealth, and resources of the

-United States in, as they say, rehabilitating Europe. Iivery
persuasive, alluring sophistry is being employed by these selfish
interests; appeals in the name of peace and to the heart and
conscience of the American people are being employed to inveigle
our country into the league. England, France, and Italy have
through their leading statesmen and official newspapers assured
that the reservations were not material; that they would wel-
come the United States on practically any terms. It is not that
these great national and private interests are devoted to the
heart, soul, and conscience causes which they flaunt and which

is the impelling consideration of good people in giving their
indorsement to the league, but these organized financial interests
are endeavoring by any and all means to shoulder upon this coun-
try the financial burdens of their own and of ithe world generally.

Every conceivable plan for involving the United States is al-
ready perfected or is being evolved to be set in operation through
the league as soon as the United States can be persuaded into it.
I wish it was possible for everyone who is studying the great
economic problems growing out of the war to read especially
the seventh chapter of Mr. John Maynard Keynes's book, entitled
“The Economic Consequences of the Peace.” Mr. Keynes is a
great English statesman and financier, who represented the
British treasury at the peace conference, and who in his book
urges the necessity to the world of the United States canceling
the debts owing to her by the European countries, The allied
powers are openly agitating and advoeating the proposition of
the League of Nations reapportioning the total war debt of all
countries and saddle upon the United States a material part of
it. European influences have obtained the indorsement of the
Secretary of the Treasury to so refund the English debt as to
cause a loss to the United States in interest of nearly half a
billion dollars. A great English banker and financier, Sir George
Paish, has been in the United States within the last six weeks to
obtain American support of a proposition that the British and
American bankers shall create a reciprocal credit of a billion
dollars as a revolving fund to be used by the League of Nations
in stabilizing the credit of European countries and by which and
without more detail both the money and the commodities pur-
chased would remain in Europe—the operation to be financed by
the War Finance Corporation and the Federal reserve bank.

Ameriea, solvent and prosperous, is the victim of machinations
of every conceivable character of European nations and inter-
national brokers, and we must be vigilant and watchful or we
will be brought to financial ruin.

The United States began its career in a state not of seclusion
but at least of distinct independence from European polities, in-
trigue, and wars, Adherence to this policy has brought America
to her estate of financial prosperity and moral influence, and
the great destiny of our country is to be fulfilled by a faithful
adherence to the same wise, prudent, and generous course,

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the geruetnan from
New Jersey [Mr. RAMSEY.]

Mr. RAMSEY. Mr. Speaker, the duties which devolve upon
men in political and governmental life are such that they must
be met without bias or personal prejudice, but fearlessly, con-
scientiously, and truthfully. The obligations of such persons
are always of lesser oregreater importance, and the greater the
responsibility to act and to perform the graver is the subject
matter and the more essential is it that one should act right and
in accordance with his honest convictions. Three years ago we
were here considering with great solemnity, earnestness, and
feelings of apprehension a resolution declaring that by reason
of the unlawful acts of the Imperial German Government to
and toward our Government and individual rights a state of
war had been thrust upon us, and then existed; and so upon
its adoption by the Congress of the United States we entered
upon the performance of the duty that such resolution neces-
sarily obligated us to. I will not recite the activities of the
war, our participation in it, nor the great emulation and com-
mendation that our Republic and its true patriotic sons and
adopted sons are entitled to for their efforts in bringing about
an ultimate vietory. This is history, is well known to us all,
and will go down to posterity in its true light. On November
11, 1918, the armistice was signed, and on that day the Presi-
dent of the United States addressed the Congress, and after
reciting other matters of interest, declared, " War thus comes
to an end,” which meant that Germany had been subdued.

Of course, such a statement by the President did not neces-
sarily have the effect of really ending the war. But what are
the indisputable facts? Germany and the Central Powers were
conquered. There was immediately a cessation of hostilities.
The German naval vessels and ships were either taken posses-
sion of or destroyed, its artillery was captured, and ever since,
a period of about 17 months, there have been no hostilities and
actual peace has existed. The usual method of establishing peace
between belligerent nations is by treaty, and this was undertaken
by our Government in consort with the allied powers. The
treaty-making power under our form of government and as pre-
scribed by the Constitution of the United States is a prerogative
of the President in its negotiation and must be ratified by the
Senate of the United States by a two-thirds vote before it can
become effectual and operative. After months of consideration
a treaty of peace was executed and afterwards submitted to the
United States Senate by the President, but with it and inter-
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woven in it was the Leagune of Nations, This treaty with the

League of Nations failed of ratification by the Senate and was
rejected by it becanse in its provisions it was positively in con-
flict with the Constitution of the United States, destroyed our
govereignty ns a Nation, and created a supergovernment, over
which we had no control. It has been considered twice by the
Senate and on each occasion failed of ratification and has been
returned to the President, where it now is. The Senate, in the
proper exercise of its constitutional rights and duties, desiring to
safeguard American rights and preserve inviolate our Constitu-
{tion, believed that an American Congress should retain the sole
;power of declaring war and that our young men should not be
sent to foreign countries to fight the battles of other nations
without our express direction as evidenced by congressional ac-
tion. The reservations that were adopted by the Senate to the
League of Nations were of a substantial character and of great
‘value in preserving our rights, and with these accepted it might
Jhave been adyisable for the Senate to have ratified it, for our
'people wanted peace, and now want peace.

Mr. Speaker, what is the character of this resolution and what
will be the effect of its adoption? It is simply to declare that the
‘state of war that existed or now exists between the Imperial
‘German Government and the United States is at an end. The
war is at an end, and has been for nearly a year and a half.
'This is patent to everybody, and the whole world knows it is so.
{The adoption of this resolution by Congress will legally declare a
fact to exist, namely, that the war is at an end, and under its
‘terms commercial relations with Germany will pe resumed, a
‘condition most desirable, and the great war powers given to the
President by the various acts of Congress which were necessary
/during war times will be abrogated and become inoperative, as
they should be, for there is no necessity for their further con-
tinuance. These powers are greater and more far-reaching in
'their character than any that have ever been bestowed upon a
living man in any country. Should they be continued when we
are not at war? I think not, and I am sure the people of this
country think likewise.

Mr. Speaker, what is the objection urged against the adoption
of this resolution? Only one, so far as I have been able to learn
from the debate that has taken place to-day. My friends on the
other side of the Ilouse urge that it usurps the powers and
;privileges of the President, and that it is unconstitutional; that
ipeace can only be established by a treaty; that while the Con-
gress only can declare war, it has no right to say in express and
direct language that the war is at an end. Permit me to say
that nowhere in the Constitution is there any inhibition against
Congress doing just what this resolution seeks to accomplish.
The authorities on international law all agree that there are
three ways-of terminating war between belligerent States: First,
by a treaty of peace; second, by the conquest®and subjugation
of one of the belligerents by the other; third, by mere cessation
of hostilities so long continued that it is evident that there is no
intention of resuming them. We have tried the first method
and failed. We now come to the third. Can anyone say that
not sufficient time has elapsed since the cessation of hostilities—
nearly a year and a half—not to warrant the conclusion that the
war has terminated and that there is no intention of resuming
hostilities? Besides, Germany has been divested of its war
equipment, and, in faet, a new form of Government has been
established by its people, and the Army of the United States

 has long sinee been entirely demobilized.

Mr. Speaker and Members of the House, let us be fair in this
matter; let no man hide behind the untenable statement that
our contemplated action is unconstitutional. Who is to question
the constitutionality of this resolntion?

Is there a patriotic American citizen or a group of American
citizens who dare guestion our right by court proceedings to
‘enact this law, even though it might be subject to attack, of
which I am very much in doubt, and especially as to those pro-
visions declaring the war at an end and the repeal of the ex-
traordinary war-time powers of the President?

Mr, Speaker, has politics at last been interjected in this House
in the consideration of war legislation? There was none when
the resolution declaring that a state of war existed was passed ;
'there was none when we considered and passed all the war-time
bills. Shall there be politics now, when we seek to declare that
‘the war is at an end? I hope not and that it will be so evidenced
by the vote soon to be taken,

The people of the United States want this resolution adopted
and made a law. It is incumbent on each and every one of us to
give heed to their desires, as well as it is incumbent on us to
examine ourselves and then, in obedience to a conclusion brought
about by a fearless, conscientious; and truthful determination,
declare our vote. May it be in the affirmative, for I truly be-

lieve that by so doing only will we be satisfied with ourselves
and meet up to the expectations of our constituency and the
people of our country.

Mr., FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. WELTY.]

Mr. WELTY. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, when
a peace resolution was first suggested it found a hearty response
in my heart and I determined to support the same. I have spent
every spare moment in the library since the committee filed
this bill with a hope that I might find autherity to support the
bill, but the more I searched the more I became convinced that I
was wrong. In faet, I have not been able to find a single au-
thority to support this resolution. For two days I have been
sitting in this Chamber, heard and read all arguments advanced
by the proponents of this bill, but I have failed to find where
anyone claims that Congress has the right to make a treaty. I
say not one, and what seems passing strange is that not one
would answer a single question, and all declined to yield because
they * did not have time.” Even the chairman of the committee,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. PorTER], refused to an-
swer a single question. How, then, can an honest inquiring mind
satisfy the longing of a heart to support this resolution? I do
not propose to discuss the constitutionality of this bill, for that
has been fully covered by gentlemen who preceded me in this
debate, but I want to call one matter to the attention of the
House which has not been discussed. The First Congress at-
tempted to do the very thing that this Congress now attempts to
do. The first treaty which made us a Nation was the so-called
Jay treaty with England, which seemingly was not very popular
in this country.

The Jay treaty, after due ratification, was proclaimed by the
President on February 29, 1796, and on the following day a
copy of it was communicated to Congress for its informa-
tion. An expenditure was necessarily involved in the organiza-
tion of the mixed commissions providing for the various articles.
The treaty met with disfavor in the House, and on March 24
a resolution was passed by which the President was requested
to communicate to the House copies of the instructions to the
negotiator and other documents relative to the treaty.

Fully appreciating the importance as a precedent of his reply
to the request, President Washington called for the written
opinions of the heads of the departments. He also wrote to
Hamilton for his views. The heads of the departments were
finanimous in denying the right of the House to insist on the
request, and in asserting that the power to make the treaty
rested with the President and Senate, and that treaties thus
concluded were binding on all bodies of men within the jurisdic-
tion of the United States.

President Washington, on March 30, replied as follows:

It is perfectly clear to my understanding that the assent of the
House Representatives is not necessary to the validity of a treaty.
= * & The duty of my office forbids a compliance with your re-

* T have ever entertained but one opinion on this subject,
which from the establishment of the Government until that time had
been acquiesced in by the House, namely, that the power of makin
treaties waa exclusively vested in the President and the Senate, an
that every treaty so made and promulgated thenceforward became the
law of the land.

In replying to this message the House passed a resolution in
which it declaimed an agency in the making of treaties—

= « « but it was the constitutional right and duty of the House of
Representatives to deliberate on the mexfed.lencﬁy of carrying such treaty
into effect. (Crandall on Treaties, pp. 164-165.)

Thus it seems that President Washington and all those asso-
clated with him in the making of the Constitution, as well as
those who interpreted it to the present day, were all of the opin-
jon that Congress has no authority to make a treaty. In the
treaty with Algiers the test came up again, and because of some
doubt as to whether Congress would appropriate the money nec-
essary to earry the treaty into effect Thomas Jefferson, who was
then the Secretary of State, advised President Washington not
to afiix the seal until he knew that Congress would vote the
money. The President asked whether, if such a treaty were rati-
fied by and with the consent of the Senate, it would be valid
under the Constitution and obligatory upon the Representatives
to furnish the money. Jefferson replied that—

It certainly would, and that it would be the duty of the Representa-
tives to raise the mgney that they might do what was their duty. * * *

The President would not favor the precaution, and declared
that if the Representatives—

Did not do what the Constitution called on them to do the” Govern-
ment would be at an end and must then assume another form. (Cran-
dall on Treaties, sec. 75.)

The framers of the Constitution were unanimous in their
opinion that Congress should not be given a voice in making a
treaty. (Madison Papers, 5 Elliot 131, Federalist No. 75.)

quest. * *
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Here are the woerds as finally adopted and now appear in the
Constitution :

He—
The President— :
ehall have power, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, to

make treaties, provided two-thirds of the Senators present concur.

The safety of our Republic depends upon the fidelity of her
representatives to the Constitution. Our Constitution has lived
longer than any ever written. Mr. Gladstone says that it is—

The most wonderful work ever struck off at a given time by the brain
and purpose of man,

It rests the functions of our Government in three branches—
executive, judicial, and legislative. Butf they tell us that the
Senate and the President are gt loggerheads and are unable to
write a treaty, and that is justification sufficient to warrant us
in violating our oaths to support the Constitution. Let us see,
Would any of you advocate that Congress should usurp the
power of the Supreme Court and interpret the laws that we pass
because that branch has failed in their duty? Just recently the
Supreme Court held that they could not find the Steel Trust
guilty, even though it violated the Sherman antitrust law by
unlawful combinations and ecompelled the consumer to pay divi-
dends on $100,000,000 watered stock, because there was no evi-
dence that the law was violated after the complaint was filed
by the Government. In other words, the court held in principle
that if a man committed murder he could not be convicted if he
behaved himself while in the custody of the sheriff.

Not a single person here will approve that decision. All of us
know that if that is to be the future course it will mean the end
of this Republic, yet not one will advocate that we assume judi-
cial duties. You will not even attempt to remedy that condition
by requiring that judges should be appointed for a term of years
instead of for life. History is surely repeating itself. My
granidparents came to this country to escape the autocracy in
Europe. They preferred to frust their children to the wild
beast of the forest rather than continue to pay tribute to an
autocracy. IBut behold how we pay tribute to the autocracy of
combinations, and you fail to raise your voice in opposition, even
though you find the chains already clunking to bind you into
serfdom,

Yes, history repeats, and in more than one way, It was about
a century ago when actions of the Senate were as selfish as
their actions now appear to be. And what is the result of all
this *“ holier-than-thou” action? Affer the South and Central
American countries threw off the European yoke they asked for
a conference under the Monroe doctrine, against the encroach-
ment of the Holy Alliance in Europe, which insisted that these
South American Republics should again become Spanish
colonies. President Adams appointed two commissioners, but the
Foreign Relations Committee of the Senate refused to comply.
However, the Senate, after years of debate, finally confirmed
them, but not until one man had died and the other was unable
to get there in time for the last meeting.

The South American IRlepublics naturally concluded that our
Monroe doctrine was a selfish doctrine, issued to keep European
nations from colonizing the Western Hemisphere, but with no
assurance that we would permit them self-determination. Thig
action did not only alienate the friendship of these Republics but
made them distrustful, resulting in a loss of confidence and
trade. Even now It is proposed by these Latin American Re-
publies to abandon the Pan American Union and to establish a
court of arbitration for the Western Hemisphere wherein we
have no voice. And now the action of our Senate in failing to
ratify the peace treaty did not only give additional offense to
these neighbor RRepublics but to all Europe as well.

All the belligerents signed the treaty of Versailles except
China, and all have treaty relations again except this country
and China. China has a real grievance, but she alwavs will
liave until she is willing to make the necessary sacrifices to pre-
serve her national life. Look at her hundreds of millions un-
able to drive out a handful of Japanese!

But let us dismiss those who advocate that the fime is at hand
when we are justified in violating our oath to preserve this
country, for they only possess the mind reflecting hate and advo-
cating brute force, just because they think themselves superior
in that field. There are enough law-abiding men who will be
against this class. Permit me for a moment to divert your at-
tention to the specious arguments advanced by those proponents
who show some respect for the Constitution which holds us to-
gether as a Nation. These gentlemen contend that this bill does
not attempt to make a treaty. Let us see. Section 3 provides—

That unless with 45 days from the date when this resolution becomes
effective the German Government shall duly notify the President of the

United Btates that it has declared a termination of war * * * and
that it walves and renounces on behalf of itself and its nationals any

claim, demand, right, or benefit against the United States or its na-
tionals that it or they would not have had the right to assert had the
United States ratified the treaty of Versailles.

Rather bungling expression, I will admit, but it only shows
that the framers of this bill intended to confuse by the use of
words. However, a close reading only means to impose on Ger-
many the Versailleg treaty without assuming any responsibility
on our part., But since a treaty is an agreement between na-
tions, just as a contract is between individuals, I fail to see how
the treaty ean become effective unless we, too, agree to sign the
contract. But what happens if Germany will not accept the pro-
visions of this bill? In that event we have section 4, which
provides that if any person will trade with Germany that person
shall be fined $10,000 or imprisoned, if a natural person, for two
years. In other words, the bill imposes a fine of $10,000 or two
years' imprisonment for any person in this country who should
send money or provisions to their starving relations in Germany.

They tell us that this bill only declares a state of peace and
provides for trade with Germany. We are at peace with Ger-
many. Our armies have been withdrawn and the boys are at
home. This resolution can not add anything. Again, as we are
now trading with Germany, why impose a fine of $10,000 and
two years’ imprisonment on anyone in this country for trading
with Germany? Why make Germany accept the Versailles
treaty under threat of starvation when we will not be a party
to that treaty? Gentlemen, you can not have peace on that
basis. If we want to enter,into a contract with Germany, let
us be willing to sign that contract ourselves and not possess
the spirit of the highwayman, who extracts the money from the
traveler with pistol in hand. They tell us the people are weary
of war measures and want them repealed. So they are. Then
why do you not offer yonr resolution designating which ones
¥ou propose to repeal? Is it the food-control act and the espio-
nage act that you desire to repeal? Then why not say so?

This bill does not repeal either the food-control act or the
espionage act. On October 22, 1919, you extended the food-
control act for two years, and it does not repeal the espionage
act. Then why not be honest and say just what act you intend
to repeal? I propose to vote for the repeal of the substitute
which repeals all those war acts, which is more than this bill
would do if enacted into law.

The fact is that the bill was conceived in hate and born in a
murderous heart, Not one would vote for this bill if he knew
it would become a law, but you are voting only to diseredit the
President. What else do these whispering, slanderous remarks
mean? What else did the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Masox|)
intend when insinuating that the President is only feigning sick-
ness? What else does the CongrEssioNarn, IREcorp speak to our
children in the debate on this resolution, when they read the
following words spoken of the President, found on page 5266,
‘*That is when he got sick’ [applause on the Republican side]” ?
Great God, have we fallen so low as to lose all sense of feeling?
Can we laugh when we see men suffer for righteousness’ sake?
Can we applaud when we see them dying for the right as God
has given them light to see that right? Would you appland if
word came that our Chief Executive had died?

History reveals that probably no Presidents were more slan-
dered than Washington and Lincoln. To-day the most expensive
monuments in our Capital have been erected to those two noble
characters. If President Wilson has blazed his name into fame,
you can not destroy it by slander. You may kill the body, but
not the spirit. That, my friends, you will, after all, find the
only enduring part of life, f

Gentlemen, the day will come when your posterity will refuse
to speak of this day because of shame. Even now you applaud
in order to keep up your courage. Some day the world will
understand the real meaning of all this. The people will not
surrender their liberties so easily, and you can not fool them by
this bastard resolution. The boys who fought at Bellean Woods
and the Argonne Forest knew why they were fighting. The boys
who will carry the wounds to their graves will never permit you
nor anyone else to destroy these liberties secured for them by
their fathers and which they fought to preserve. Yes, gentle-
men, when the world comes to understand the real meaning of
all this, you will be asked fo explain. I close as I began; I
would like to vote for a peace resolution, but I shall not do any-
thing this day which would require the balance of my life in
explaining, neither will I do a vain thing. Yon might just as
well ask the city council of one of the muniecipalities in my dis-
trict to vote for peace. It would be just as effective as a vote
for this resolution. [Applause.]

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I regard this as a very important
propositon because it involves the shaking of the checks and
balances which have been provided in the Constitution for the
various departments of the Government. I have listened with
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much pleasure to the speeches that have been made for and
against this propostion. I listened with particular attention
to the speech made by the distinguished member of the Com-
mitiee on Foreign Affairs, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Temrre]. His speech was logical and well reasoned, but
based on an absolutely unsound premise. , The gentleman is
nearly always right. I have had the pleasure of serving on
this committee with him for many years, but I believe in this
instance he is as absolutely and entirely wrong as he is gen-
erally right, and I am going to reply to him, because he really
discussed the resolution and I want to do the same,

The gentleman and other gentlemen have said we want peace.

We all want peace, and if this resolution established such
a status, as far as it is within the power of the Congress to en-
act it, this side of the House would be unanimously in favor
of its passage. [Applause on the Democratie side.]

No one is more anxious to have this country return to all of
the conditions of peace than the President of the United States,
and the fact that that status actually does not exist techni-
cally is the stupendous price that the people of this country
are paying for the folly of electing a Republican House and
Senate in 1918. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

If there had been a Democratic Senate, the Committee on
Foreign Relations would not have been packed against the
treaty while it was in the making. This is all the more tragic
when it is recalled that their majority was obtained by the
purchase of a senatorial seat in the State of Michigan—the
most shameful and disgraceful. debauching of an electorate
that has ever occurred in this country, [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.]

If there had been a Democratic Senate there would not have
been a “ round robin,” pledging Senators who signed it to vote
against the treaty long before it was agreed upon and before
they could possibly know what it contained. [Applause on
Democratic side.]

If there had been a Democratic Senate the treaty would have
been ratified, peace would to-day be blessing the land, the re-
habilitation of the war-stricken territory would be progressing
in a satisfactory manner. Thus it will be seen that upon the
Republican Party rests the responsibility for the repudiation
by America of the League of Nations and the refusal thus far
of this country to join in a peace which gentlemen on the Re-
publican side claim they are now so anxious for. This respon-
gibility you can not evade by ineffective and unconstitutional
resolutions of this character. [Applause on the Democratic
side.]

Mr. Speaker, I am well aware that international law lays down
three ways of terminating war between belligerent States: First,
by treaty ; second, by cessation of hostilities; and, third, by sub-
jugation. This is no new discovery, as gentleman on the other
side seem to think. It has been the recognized principle for
centuries.

We did not snbjugate, nor did we desire to subjugate, Ger-
many, so that method need not be considered.

We did not stop fighting. We sent a magnificent Army to
France. At Chateau-Thierry they turned the tide of battle; at
St. Mihiel, the Argonne, and other places the glorious spirlt
and courage of the American soldier was shown. An offensive
had been projected for this splendid Army for November 14
that would have sent it through the German lines and on to
Berlin. We had no idea of stopping the fight, and would not
have done so but for the armistice of the 11th. We assented to
this armistice. An armistice is an agreement between bellig-
erents to suspend hostilities for a limited time. This armistice
was revived from time to time until the treaty was negotiated
and ratified by the required number of States. In the name of
the brave and valorous boys who constituted the American
Expeditionary Forces I repudiate the suggestion that this war
ended by a cessation of hostilities. [Applause on the Demo-
eratic side.]

We, therefore, undertook to terminate this war by negotiation,
by agreement, by treaty; and it is a late date for the Repub-
lican leaders to discover that it was terminated by a cessation
of hostilities, a late date for them to discover that it was ter-
minated because our soldiers did not want to fight any longer.
This is a slander of as brave and high-spirited an Army as was
ever marshaled in all the tide of time. [Applause.]

But if this contention is true, the Republican leadership of
this House have been criminally negligent in their duty to the
publie in not having undertaken to pass this resolution before.

The treaty was sent to the Senate for ratification or rejection
on July 10, 1919 ; it was reported by the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee on September 10, and was debated in the Senate for over
two months, and rejected on November 19. It had then been
more than a year since hostilities ceased.

Why did not the Republican steering committee of this House
have the resolutions brought in after the treaty was rejected the
first time? Why wait six months while America and the world
suffered and groaned under these restrictive and oppressive war
measures? Surely, these learned gentlemen will not admit
that they were ignorant that the powers they are attempting
to-day to exercise did not reside in this House until they were
informed by a group of Senators, and surely if they had known
that they had such powers they would not have failed to exer-
cise them. We know, however, that they waited four months
after the treaty was rejected before acting. If they are right
now, they must assume the responsibility for this delay in the
coming of peace, and we can dismiss the discussion, which has
been debated at such length in the discussion as to whether the
Senate or the President is to blame. If they can end the war
by this resolution under the Republican leadership, the House
is to blame and is responsible.

If the House possesses the power you claim for it, the Repub-
licans of the House have failed as completely in their duty to
the people as have the Republicans of the Senate. [Applause
on the Democratic side.]

There could be only two reasons for your failure—ignorance
and inefliciency or a willingness to play politics with this great
issue. Either or both reasons will be condemned by the Ameri-
can people in November, [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Another thought has occurred to me. If (hese Republican
leaders are really concerned to restore this country te a state
of peace, why do they take no notice of the fact that we are
at a state of war with the Imperial Austro-Hungarian Govern-
ment? Is it because they can not quote a rhetorical statement
of the President to base a resolution upon?

Gentlemen proclaim here that the country wants peace, that
they have the power io restore peace, and yet they sit idly and
inefficiently by and let this war with the Imperial Austro-Hun-
garian Government go on. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Why is it not as important to stop this war as it is to stop
the war against the Imperial German Government? Both Govern-
ments have gone out of existence, I hope forever. We are trad-
ing with both of them as far as they have money or credit to
trade with us. The armistice with Austria was a week earlier
than that with Germany. We signed the peace treaty, along
with the other allied and associated powers, with Austria at
St. Germain last September, more than six months ago. This
treaty aims’at justice and liberty and peace for Europe and
America, just as the Versailles treaty does. It provides for
the reduction of national armaments and will go a long way in
the prevention of future wars, [Applause.]

If this House has the power to propose a peace treaty to a
belligerent power, why did the Republican leaders overlook
Austria?

There could be but one of two reasons—inefliciency and in-
difference or ignorance—and at the polls in November the Ameri-
can people will not accept such excuses. [Applause on the Demo-
cratie side.]

This whole episode is chiracteristic of the low ebb of efficiency
and morality to which the Ilepubliean leadership in Congress has
fallen. For months the Senate floundered in its dealings with
the vital questions of the world's peace and failed utterly to
measure up to the expectations of the country and of humanity.
And now, to save itself from being utterly discredited, Members
of that august body have induced the leadership of this House
to inject itself into a situation in which it has no legitimate part
or parcel by proposing something more humiliating and more
dangerous to many interests in this country than has as yet
come from the leadership of even of the Senate. [Applause on
the Demoeratic side.]

On yesterday a gentleman complained that the minority re-
port had accused the majority of insincerity and sharp practice
in declarations in the preamble to this resolution.

This preamble declares that the President of the United
States, in the performance of his constitntional duty to give to
Congress information of the state of the Union, has advised the
Congress that the war with the Imperial German Government
has ended.

There is not a man who voted to report this resolution who
did not know that the President had reference to the cessation
of actual hostilities and not to the technical termination of the
war. To base an important piece of legislation involving the
interests of millions of people upon that statement and to dis-
tort l.i‘:.ts meaning is very mildly characterized in the minority
Tepo

Hostilities, or actual fighting, had ceased on the very day
when the President made that utterance. An armistice had
been signed which contemplated and provided for the megotia-
tion of a treaty of peace which would bring the war to an end.
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Within a month after that declaration the President went with
a peace commission to Paris to arrange the terms of that treaty
of peace. This was known to the world. Ten days after this
declaration by the President Congress passed an act prohibiting
the manufacture and sale after June 30, 1919, of intoxicating
liguors for beverage purposes. This aset was to continue in
foree during the present war, and thereafter until the end of
demobilization. A number of the gentlemen who voted to report
this resolution from the Foreign Affairs Committee voted for
that act on November 21, 1918. In July, 1919, an act was passed
for regulating war-time prohibition. This act was vetoed by
the President and was passed over his veto. In reporting that
bill to the House the chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary
used this language:

That war exists with both Germany and Austrin needs no argument.
The armistice oily suspends actnal hostilities, and until treaties of
peace have been ratified there is no peace. :

This was nearly eight months after the President had made
the statement referred to in this preamble. [Applause on the
Demoeratic side.]

Many Members on the other side of the aisle voted to pass that
measure over the President's’ veto. I am curious to know how
they will reconcile their acts in voting to continue war-time
prohibition on the ground that we were at war with the vote
they are going to cast to-day for a resolution based upon a pre-
amble which deeclares that the war had been at an end eight
months prior to the time they cast that vote. And if the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary [Mr.
VorLsTeap] is here, I would like to know how he is going to
reconcile the declaration he made in the report on June 30, 1919,
with the vote in favor of the pending resolution. [Applause on
the Democratic side.]

Since that time this very question has been taken to the Su-
preme Court of the United States, and on December 15, 1919,
the most angust judicial fribunal in the world declared that
the war was not at an end. We, therefore, have the actions of
the President, of the Congress, and of the courts to refute the
statement of this preamble and resolution that the war had come
to an end. And yet this statement of the President that “ the
war thus comes to an end” is used as the basis of this far-
reaching and ill-eonsidered proposition. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.] :

I do not eare to discuss at any great length the constitution-
ality of this resolution. That guestion has been ably discussed
by a number of gentlemen during this debate, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. Coxnnvarry] and others, who have completely
demonstrated its unconstitutionality.

1 do want to say, though, in answer to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Texryre], that this resolution constitutes an
attempt to establish contractnal relations between the Govern-
ment of this country and the Government of Germany, establish-
ing an agreement which amounts to a treaty, and is therefore a
bold invasion of the treaty-making powers, which are the consti-
tutional prerogatives of the President, by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate, provided two-thirds of the Senators
present concur. The President has the sole power to initiate the
negotiation of treaties. This is a great power, but it is one that
in the conception of the founders of our Government was thought
wise to lodge in the President. Each of the several branches of
our Government has shown great care in endeavoring not to in-
fringe upon the province of the others. No branch of the Gov-
ernment should ever be tempted, for partisan purposes or for
other reasons, to invade the proper functiens of another branch
of the Government, for each one of them, in its proper sphere, is
ultimately the sovereignty of this country.

If any other rule is followed, the prineiples of mere might
will be introduced into our system and each branch will pro-
ceed to do whatever the other branches have no means to
effectually prevent.
and by the people and the beginning of a usurped Government
over the people. Written constitutions, being like all human
contrivances imperfect, will then have proven impracticable.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

But aside from the constitutional guestions invelved in this
resolution, which are of the untmost importance and very far-
reaching, the legislation itself, if it were perfectly constitutional
and completely in accord with the principles of international
law, is dangerous to American interests and the interests of
many of the American people.

The title of the United States to the German ships which we
seized during the war is very doubtful. These ships have never
been through a prize court, and when they were first seized it
was the general understanding that unless they did go through
a prize court they would be subject to be libeled by their owners
in any neutral ports in which they might be found. They were

This will mean the end of Government of”

not put through the courts, our Government depending upon the
treaty to take care of our inferests in them. These ships are of
very great value and constitute one of the few items by way of
reparation that the American Government will get for its tre-
mendous expenditure of money and blood in the World War.
I do not think Congress should hastily and without proper con-
sideration enact a measure that might cause the loss of these
ships, and yet this is just what the Republican majority here
proposes to do. You could not play the German game better if
y;:i‘:e vivere their chosen spokesman, [Applause on the Democratie
side.

The Alien Property Custodian funds, amounting to something
over $500,000,000, ean not be dealt with otherwise than by resto-
ration to the owners, unless German consent to their application
to other purposes is obtained. This resolution, if it becomes
law, would make it impossible to obtain Germany’s consent.

The resolution declares that a state of peace exists, and
provides for the repeal of war-time laws, and then attempts to
impose the harsh terms of the resolution upon Germany upon
the threat of cutting off commercial relations with her. No
one who has studied the history of the Versailles treaty and
considered the reluctance with which Germany consented to it
and signed it would think for a moment that Germany would
consent to a resolution that imposes upon her again the obliga-
tions of that treaty. So far as we are concerned, she is free
from the terms of that treaty, and we will never get her to
assent to its terms again. International law does not permit
the confiscation of private property unless the enemy govern-
ment consents of the use of such property for the satisfaction
of claims against it. Without Germany’s consent, we can not
take that property. Under the Versailles treaty Germany con-
sented that the claims of the United States and its nationals
against the German Government might be satisfied out of it.
Out of this fund we expected to take care of the widows and
orphans who were made so by the Lusitania outrage and other
outrages practiced against civilization by the German Govern-
ment during the war. The rights of these people will be put in
peril, if not sacrificed, by this legislation. What answer will
the Republican majority make to the representatives and loved
ones of those who suffered these outrages? Do you think the
American people will approve the surrender of these claims?
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Again, if Germany does not assent to this resolution our
people will be the sufferers. We are the peeple who have
things to sell that the Germans are buying, and they will in-
crease in their desire to buy as soon as their eredits are prop-
erly established. Our cotton growers and our tobacco growers,
our meat raisers and our grain growers, our packing houses and
our flour millers, and other producers of the necessities which
Germany wants would be the sufferers by the punishment
which this resolution proposes to inflict.

If this resolution should become law and is accepted by Ger-
many, we would cut ourselves off from our right under the
treaty of Versailles for reimbursement for our army of occupa-
tion in Germany. This amounts to probably $100,000,000 or
mopre. The Republican Party has proclaimed its purposes of
economy, and so far has failed in all of them. Is it willing to
throw away $100,000,000 and force our Goverament either to
issue bonds or levy taxes in order to meet the necessary ex-
penses of the Government? If this result comes about, the
Republican leadership of this House will be respoensible for it,
for here is $100,000,000 you are absolutely throwing away.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

The adoption of this resolution and its attempt to alienate
ourselves from our allies and make a separate peace with Ger-
many will deprive us of representation upon the reparation
cominission. We should realize that by the terms of the
treaty of Versailles the influence and power of a large part of
the world is concentrated behind the decisions of this com-
mission. This resolution will deprive us of the veto power
which we have heretofore had upon the acts of this commission
and destroy the commercial interest of our people in many
parts of the world. These interests will hold the Republican
Party responsible for this reckless surrender of American
rights and interests.

From whatever angle this resolution is viewed, it presents
itself as a proposition not only ineffective in achieving its pro-
claimed purpose but as a sure method of confusing our foreign
relations, injecting new and complicated questions into an
already difficult situation, and invoelving a surrender of Ameri-
can rights and an impairment of American prestige and honor.
[Applause on the Demoecratic side.]

The gentlemen who favor this resolution have expressed
great anxiety for the repeal of war-time legislation, and yet sec-
tion 2 of the resolution does not do this. It is a declaratory
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statute. I would favor going further in this line than section 2
goes. No one ever questioned the power of Congress to repeal
any legislation it enacted. Much of this legislation is burden-
some and oppressive in times of peace. The Republicans have
had control of this House for nearly a year. In that time they
have accomplished little. During that time they could have
repealed all of this burdensome legislation. I shall offer a
motion to recommit, which will accomplish something along
this line and will show whether the gentlemen on the other
side are really in favor of any relief to the people who are bur-
dened by the long-continued existence of the war legislation or
whether they are endeavoring to make politieal capital for the
coming campaign. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

I have no doubt they will vote against my motion to recom-
mit, because it really means something, and the debate on this
resolution has demonstrated that their purpose is not to accom-
plish any result beneficial to Amrerica, but is an attempt to
fasten upon the President the responsibility which belongs to
the Itepublicans of the Senate for the existence of a technical
state of war between this country and Germany.

Some 16 months ago the President of the United States went
to P'aris as the head of the peace commission to aid in making
peace between the warring nations of the world. There he met
in the arena of international politics the shrewdest diplomats
of the Old World, and was confronted with the most difficult
questions that ever taxed the brain of man.” It was an enor-
mous task, and he poured into the service all the power of his
mighty intellect, his great spiritual force, and his tremendous
physical energy. He triumphed, but he wrecked his health and
almrost sacrificed his life. He brought back a document signed
by 32 of the civilized nations of the earth. It contained the
League of Nations, the principles of which had been indorsed by
every political party in this country, and which the people
favored In overwhelming numbers. This league is indispensable
to the graduoal bringing into execution of the new policies the
treaty embodies. It is a league which, with American backing,
would bring order and peace throughout the civilized world.
Without it the sacrifices America made for the world would be
in vain. With it, the treasure spent and the young lives sacri-
ficedd would have secured an immense gain for mankind. The
league and the treaty are one and inseparable, and will go down
in history as the most memorable intérnational agreement ever
made. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

This treaty should have been promptly ratified so that peace
could be brought to a stricken world and the various nations
that had been engaged in the great war could begin the work of
rehabilitation that would have brought hope and life and pros-
perity to their peoples. It was ratified by most of them. The
Republicans of the Senate encumbered it with such nullifying
reservations as made its ratification impossible. Their leaders
had determined to play politics with this mighty issue. A war-
torn and, in places, a starving world meant nothing to them, if
the changing of these conditions and the saving of these people
would bring prestige to the President of the United States.

Everybody everywhere was committed to the treaty and the
league that so many believed would prevent the recurrence of
war. For the first time in the annals of the human race it
seemed possible to attain this great objective. But the Re-
publican leadership in the Senate, placing partisanship above
patriotism and above humanity, have crossed and thwarted
the noble purposes of the peace conference, and have denied
this precious boon to the people of this country and the world.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Hupprestox] said yes-
terday that all the other nations were at peace and we were
at war. The gentleman from Indiana said that all the other
nations of the world were at war and we were at peace. The
zentleman from Indiana is nearer right than the gentleman
from Alabama, because revolution threatens to almost engulf
Europe. And even in this country we see unrest and disturb-
ances of a most disquieting character., We see our commerce
still hovering about American sheres instead of seeking the
innumerable avenues that would have been open to it if the
world were at peace. We see our industries halted, our labor
dissatisfied, our farmers flocking to the cities, and a general
state of unrest in the country which is appalling, all brought
about by the insincere, unpatriotic attitude of the Republican
Party in reference to the Versailles treaty. Truly the world
is paying a stupendous price for the Republican victory of
1918, Truly the debauching of the Michignn electorate in that
year in the Newberry senatorial election has proved a curse
not only to this country but to the world. [Applause.]

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. BrITTEN].

Mr. BRITTEN. Mr. Speaker, there are really so many good
reasons why the peace resolution now before the House should
be immediately passed that one can hardly justify the waste
of time for general debate before passing the same.

I have recently visited almost every important city in Europe
between Vienna and Madrid, as well as the principal cities of
England, Ireland, Scotland, and Wales, and I therefore feel that
I know just a little about present existing conditions in Burope.

If America could realize that there are positively millions of
lean, hungry, sad-faced, tubercular children in Germany to-
day, the peace resolution would be immediately passed.

A" declaration of peace would remove war obstructions to
diplomatie, commercial, and banking relations which would in
turn promote credits and delivery of raw materials and food-
stuffs and thereby probably save a newborn Republic fromn a
military dietatorship, monarchy, or Bolshevism.

Awaiting credits and raw materials these wretched people
who are anxious for work stare hungrily into restaurants and
shop windows containing food.

A German Republic looks only to America for its very life and
existence as commercial representatives of England and France
are negotiating for trade supremaey and making enormous pur-
chases, while the mark is nearly valueless and a desperate people
will sign any agreement to insure a scant living.

Sickly little boys and girls as well as adults of a Christian
nation are praying that that same humane element which
prompted America's entrance into a bleoody carnage will now
assist them in holding body and soul together, and I am certain
that their prayers will be heard and answered.

Mr. Speaker, when President Wilson, Lloyd-George, Clemen-
ceau, and Orlando drew up the treaty of peace with Germany,
which destroyed everything of productive value within Germany,
and Austria, they failed to provide something to take the place of
the German economic structure, which was practieally supplying
food for 300,000,000 people in continental Europe as well as raw
materials which through manufactories brought them their
daily labor and sustenance.

The natural result of this awful blunder, which has brought
starvation and Bolshevism to central Europe, was the almost
complete destruction of the French, Belgian, Russian, Polish,
Italinn, and Swiss economic structures, which were literally
carried by the German foundation, upon which they all rested
to a greater or less degree.

It has been said that the * big four ™ who framed the treaty
were so preoccupied with personal ambitions that they failed
entirely io comprehend what any advanced student in interna-
tional diplomacy and commerce might have known—that in de-
stroying everything with which Germany and Austria might
have been able to pay their debts they also were destroying the
machinery which gave life and industry to the greater portion
of Europe, even outside of Germany.

The President’s mind was preoccupied on his Utopian scheme
for a society of nations for the perpetuation of peace and happi-
ness on o rose-scented earth, with sunshine, flowers, sweet
musice, and gentle zephyrs. J

Lloyd-George’s sole ambition seemed to be to satisfy the Brit-
ish press and the promises he had made for tremendous indem-
nity and reparations during a heated political campaign.

Orlando’s ambition for territorial expansion in the Trentino
and the Fiume localities was so shortsighted as to prevent his
seeing or thinking of anything else, while Clemenceau was pre-
occupied upon the complete destruction of everything that was
attached to Germany in his innate fear that natural German
superiority would rise and again dominate central Europe.

Is it any wonder that when so preoccupied the * big four™
failed to observe and to provide for the one thing which meant
more to all Europe and to the world than everything else in the
treaty?

Mr. Speaker, without the establishment of a {iremendous
credit system, backed by our Federal reserve banks, Xurope will
be in the throes of political unrest, Bolshevism, and even war
for many years to come, and the mere sending of American
millions of dollars will not even afford temporary relief and is
almost waste of good money.

I firmly belleve that unbiased students of world diplomacy
are practically in accord on the opinion that a tremendous
blunder was made at Versailles and that the peace treaty, if not
rewritten, Will have to be materially readjusted by the League
of Nations, not only in the interest of Germany and Austria
but in order to save Lurope from itself in the advance of Bol-
shevism and ferrorism which is now being kindled in practically
every European country, including England,

Unless some- sympathy  and merey are shown and hatreds
are forgotten, that frightful war is likely to be the beginning
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of the end of the white race, and another hundred years will
see the complete domination of the earth’s surface by the yellow
man of the Orient.

To paralyze Germany industrially and commercially, agree-
able as it might be to those who can see no good in anything
German, is but to promote an awful canyon of anarchy and
Bolshevism into which most of Europe must eventually slide, and
God only knows the ends to which the white man may be driven
in getting out of that hell of destruction,

All of Europe is very largely an economic unit, and I prediet
that peace and good will with commercial tranquillity will never
prevail there until all Europe, including Germany and Austria,
go hand in hand together in the restoration and rehabilitation
of trade and industry.

It is now generally recognized:that Germany and Austria
can not be completely destroyed and at the same time make
payments of indemnities and reparations.

You can not kill a thing and yet expect it to live and work
for you, but that is what has been exacted of Germany in the
treaty of Versailles.

Mr. Speaker, if the United States could find some means of
financing a credit system on raw materials for Germany, to be
paid in the return of finished products and by so doing take
men off the streets and give them the employment they desire,
I am quite satisfied that Germany would quickly restore her-
self and in so doing assist greatly in the restoration of Europe.

Without the assistance of the greatest and strongest Nation
on earth Germany can not resume, work with empty warehouses,
with disheartened and physically weakened workmen, with no
ships worth mentioning, and with the necessity of opening trade
anew with a hostile world, and the quicker we appreciate this
condition, not necessarily in the interest of Germany and
Austria, as I have heretofore said, but in the interest of common
humanity, the better for all the world.

The suggestion is constantly heard that Germany should * get
to work." How can she go to work when her mark, ordinarily
worth 25 cents, is worth but a penny and her overseas credit
has been destroyed, while her ships have been taken from her
and her local transportation practically wiped out of existence,
and when she herself has been the mainstay of all continental
Eureope in the delivery of raw materials with which their
factory wheels were turned?

The economic rehabilitation of France and Belgium is largely
dependent on the payment of an indemnity by Germany, and this
payment can not be forthcoming until the German factories
start grinding-ont finished products, and this, in turn, ean not
prevail until American ingenuity and humanity get behind a
European trade council based on sound prineiples and backed
by the Federal Reserve Banking System.

When this has been accomplished the wheels of peace and
industry will start grinding and killing the seeds of anarchy
and Bolshevism, and not until then.

Take it from me, militarism is as dead in Germany as it is
in America, and the quicker we realize that and recognize a
starving, striving, Christian, white man’s Republic, the better
for humanity’s sake.

Germany was so decisively defeated in the war that it will
require one generation at least to put ber in company wiih the
second-rate powers of the earth, and several generations to
reach the status as a competitor that she held before the war.

She will never again be a military power, because her form
of government always will be antagonistic to militarism even
in its mildest form.

Refusal of soldiers in uniform to salute their superior officers
on the street is an evidence of the extreme reaction against any-
thing militaristic.

This trend toward so-called democratic socialism is prevalent
not only in Germany but in all of Europe, where every throne
is poised on a magazine of dynamite surrounded by torches.

Mr. Speaker, I was also impressed with the seriousness of the
general economic and politieal situation in England, Scotland,
and Ireland.

The man who says that Ireland is loaded with prosperity,
that its banks are bulging with money because of Irish industry
and thrift, and that the people were never so satisfied as at
present, is not writing for Ireland but for England.

The people of Ireland are heartbroken, dejected, exceedingly
poor, and think only of the freedom which has so long been
uppermost in their minds, and until this matures Ireland will
continue to be the saddest community in all Europe.

The most cherished human principle is the right of self-deter-
mination, and while we Americans are willing to apply it to all
the world, I could see no sane reason why those five and one-
half million souls, who are capable of self-government, ghould
be discriminated against by England,

In conclusion, let me say, Mr. Speaker, that for two long days
this House has listened to debate by Members on both sides,
with hair-splitting arguments on the constitutionality of this so-
called peace resolution. I am not a lawyer, but T for one am
willing to take my chance on its being as constitutional as that
obnoxious, undesirable, unnecessary, unpopular Volstead prohibi-
tion enforcement act that was forced upon the American people
by this Congress while 4,000,000 of our “ boys” were away from
home defending the flag. [Laughter and applause.] I appreci-
ate the applause and recognize the laughter, but I am wondering |
if you gentlemen really dare amend the Volstead Act. I am
wondering if you are afraid to bring it on the floor, where it
would be amended, and you know it. [Laughter and applause.]

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. SamiTH].

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I have listened with
much interest to what has been said in the consideration of
this resolution. Its purpose is to terminate the war by act of
Congress. Some say that Congress can not declare the war at
an end for the reason that such action would be making a
treaty with Germany, and no one has any power to make a
treaty but the President, by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate, two-thirds voting therefor, under Article II, sec-
tion 2, of the Constitution, which is as follows:

Art. II, Bec. 2. He shall have power, by and with the advice and

consent of the Senate, to make treaties, provided two-thirds of the
Benators present conmcur. * * *

This gives the President power to make a treaty, with the
advice and consent of the Senate. But we are not making a
treaty. We are declaring that the war is at an end. If this
simple resolution is a treaty, the President took a great deal
of pains with the making of his treaty at Versailles, which in-
volved the work of months to draft. It cost thousands of dol-
lars in treasure. It involved a retinue exceeding in splendor
that of an oriental potentate. It is ludicrous to call or denomi-
nafe this resolution a treaty. That is giving it a false name
and atiributing to it a false purpose. The first two sections of
the resolution providing for ending the war read as follows:

Joint resolution (H, J. Res. 827) terminating the state of war declared
to exist ‘.:iprll 6, 1917, between the Imperial German Government and
the United States; permitting on conditions the resumption of recipro-
cal trade with Germany, and for other purpeses.

Whereas the President of the United States, in the performance of his
constitutional duty to give to the Congress information of the state of
the Union, has advi the Congress that the war with the Imperial
German Government has ended:

Resolved, cte., That the state of war declared to exist between the
Imperial German Government and the United States the joint resolu-
tion of Congress approved April 6, 1917, is hereb{ declared at an end.

Sec. 2. That in the interpretation of any provision relating to the date
of the termination of the present war or of the present or existing emer-
f'enc in any acts of Congress, joint resolutions, or p tions of the

resident containing grovlaiuns contingent upon the date of the termi-
nation of the war or of the present or existing emergency, the date when
this resolution becomes effective shall be construed and treated
date of the termination of the war or of the present or existing emer-
gency, notwithstanding any provision in any act of Congress or tjoi:ﬂ:
resolotion providing any other mode of determining the date of the
termination of the war or of the present or existing emergency.

Sec. 3. That with a view to secure reciprocal trade with the German
Government and its nationals, and for this purpose, it is hereby provided
that unless within 45 days from the date when this resolution becomes
effective the German Government shall duly notify the President of
the United States that it bas declared a termination of the war with
the United SBtates and that It waives and renounces on behalf of itself
and its nationals any claim, demand, right, or benefit against the United
States or its nationals that it or they would not have had the right to
assert had the United States ratified the treaty of Versailles, the Presi-
dent of the United States shall have the power, and it shall be his duty,
to proclaim the fact that the German vernment has not given the
notification bereinbefore mentioned and thereupon and muntil Presi-
dent shall have proclaimed the receipt of such notification, commercial
intercourse between the United States and Germany and the making of
loans or credits, and the mrnishini:f financial assistance or supplies to
the German Government or the inhabitants of Germany, directly or in-
directly, h{ the Government or the inhabitants of the United States shall,
except with the license of the President, be prohibited.

8ec. 4. That whoever shall willfully violate the foregoing prohibition
whenever the same shall be In force shall upon conviction fined not
more than §10,000, or, if a natural person, imprisoned for not more than
two ¥y , or both ; and the officer, director, or nt of an{l corporation
who knowingly participates in such violation sha be punished by a like
fine, imprisonment, or both, and any property, funds, securities, papers,
or other articles or documents, or any vessel, together with her tackle,
ap , furniture, and equipment, concerned in such viclation, shall be
forfeited to the United States.

8ge, 5. That nothing herein contalned shall be construed as a waiver
by the United States of any rights, &rivlleges, indemnities, reparations,
or advantages to which the United States has become entitled under the
terms of the armistice slgned November 11, 1918, or which were acquired
by or are In the pos on of the United States by reason of its par-
tfvci tion in the war, or otherwise; and all fines, forfeitu penalties,
and seizures imposed or made by tﬂe United States are hereby ratified,
confirmed, and maintained,

Its purpose is to express the sentiment and will of the Nation
on every hand to end the war. Its purpose is to ery aloud from
this Capitol Hill, so that any man a mile or more away can
hear that the war is ended. Its purpose is to take from the

as the
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President of the United States the great war powers conferred
upon him in waging war against Germany. Its purpose is to
give congressional sanction to the peace already existing be-
tween the United States and Germany. We are not at war
with Germany. We are not at war with any nation. Why can
we not say so? We are not hors de combat. We are non de
combat, especially with Germany, which lies prosirate as a
warring nation. Let us declare that we are not at war with
Germany, so that everybody will know it, even if he thinks other-
wise. Let us bring our army home. If anyone thinks we are
at war with Germany, he is mistaken. I have been for war
whenever it was needed and wherever it is needed to preserve
the honor, integrity, and sovereignty of the United States.
The most humiliating days of my career were when our
troops were sent home by Carranza, instead of vindicating the
lives of American citizens who were ruthlessly killed in Mexico
by Mexican troops. If we want to uphold our sovereignty and
force peace on foreign -nations and protect their political
identity as provided in the League of Nations, we might take
a hand down in Mexico. It would be nearer home. The Presi-
dent declared this Mexican war, and it ended without a treaty.
This resolution ought to pass as a first step toward a return to
our former normal conditions. When the war was ended there
ought to have been a separate and distinet peace treaty. It
ought not to have been ingrafted into a League of Nations.
Some people think it is more important to have a League of Na-
tions than to have peace. If we had a League of Nations to-
day, and we were directed by the supreme counecil to establish
peace, political identity, and preserve the boundaries of the
European nations, we would need our army of 5,000,000 sol-
diers to do it. The League of Nations is a one-sided, jug-
handled affair, as far as the United States is concerned. Tt
ealls on the United States for men and money to settle the dis-
putes of other countries which involve none of our business.
If a treaty of peace is needed to end the war and our Democratic
friends think no one can make such a treaty but the President
of the United States, then the P'resident of the United States
has failed in his duty.

The people of the United States want peace, and if we can get
it by simple treaty, and the President is the only one who can
make a treaty, why does not he make it? Some think that the
Constitution must be followed to the letter in making a treaty
to end the war. The international law writers say peace can be
established after a war without a treaty. Some might say, then,
what is the use of this resolution? It is because there are more
than 30 war powers conferred upon the President now in exist-
ence which are to terminate whenever peace iz declared, and it
is for the twofold purpose of ending the war and ending the war
powers conferred upon the President. No one has claimed they
should continue, No one has made any other formidable objec-
tion to this resolution except that it is unconstitutional. The
Constitution provides that Congress shall have power to declare
war. The terms are identieal in language with the power of the
President to make a treaty, omitting the advice and consent of
the Senate. The President made war on Mexico without any
action of Congress, although the Constitution is specific that the
right to declare war is conferred upon Congress ; and those want-
ing to stick so closely to the Constitution never objected when
the President marched our Army into Mexico nor when he
marched them out and thereby established peace. The League
of Nations is at the foundation of the whole difficulty. The
I'resident never submitted to the Senate a formal peace treaty.
The Senate has never had an opportunity to approve, or consent,
or advise as to a separate treaty of peace. I think there is a
difference between a peace treaty and a covenant for a League
of Nations to prevent wars in the world. The whole of Europe is
virtually at war. How would we look over in Russia to-day
with our Army to establish the political identity of the Russian
Government? Who would want to have such a chaotic govern-
ment as Russia has t{o-day, with the right of property and
boundary lines destroyed and social and individual rights deter-
mined by autocracy? The treaty submitted to the Senate to
ratify was drawn with the express purpose so that it could not
be ratified without our country joining the League of Nations,
which would establish a supernation. The real purpose of the
document submitted to the Senate was not to establish peace but
to establish a League of Nations, and it will be to the everlasting
credit of the United States of America that it failed to ratify
such a covenant. Let us keep away from a League of Nations
and follow the advice of Washington and the founders of our
Republie. Let us say we are not at war by passing this resolu-
tion. The Constitution in no place prohibits us from passing a
resolution declaring a state of peace. Let us have peace. Let
us consider the League of Nations separate and apart from the
peace treaty, if it is found to be needful, useful, or helpful to our

national welfare. It can then be considered on its own merits.
I firmly believe that the League of Nations, as drawn, is un-
{une'l'i(‘.‘ml and alone would stand no show of ever becoming a
aw. ’

What, then, is the use? What is the purpose of keeping up
a state of war between the United States and Germany? " I
know of no reason. T can think of no good purpose. The one
purpose and reason I now think of is that if the people can
not get peace any other way it might force the Senate to
ratify. the Leagne of Nations, but the Senate will not ratify
such a league as it was submitted. It seems also that the
President will not submit a separate treaty of peace without
combining it with this Jeague. Therefore, let us pass this
resolution and get our Army back home out of Européan poli-
tics and European domestic'affairs, Just now we have quite
a little to do at home in looking after our own domestic wel-
fare. I wish to close my remarks by incorporating a part of
the report of the great Committee on Foreign Affairs of the
House, which contains many pronounced and eminent lawyers.
The Congress has full power to pass the resolution, On this
point the report says: :

There has been a complete suspension of hostilitics on both sides
without any intention of resuming them. Congress is clearly rexercis-
ing powers which are within its constitutional rights in recognizing
and declaring that the condition described by the writers on inter-
national law which are above quoted has now arrived and that the
war is at an end. As by the resolution of April 6, 1017, Congress
officially recognized the fact that war bad been thrust upon us, so
now it becomes the duty of Congress to give official recognition to
the fact that the war is ended. Moreoyver, the general welfare of the
United States imperatively demands that all uneertainty upon this
subject shall cease, and that the extraordinary war powers of the
Government shall be vacated and set aside.

I shall support the resolution, £

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of my
time to the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. Moxprrr]. [Ap-
planse.] : :

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, before I begin my remarks
on the resolution T want to express my very sincere regret at
the sudden illness of the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
Krrcnin] during the debate this afternoon. I am sure we all
join in the hope that his illness will be brief and that he will
very soon be restored to his usual splendid physieal-and mental
condition and be with us again. [Applause.] s

Mr. Speaker, by the cessation of hostilities the World War
ended, as the President declared at the time, November 11,
1918, and the Ameriean people who have waited with extraor-
dinary patience for 17 months for action officially securing and
declaring the end of war and the restoration of normal condi-
tions are looking to us to-day to do our part in the reestablish-
ment of a state and condition of peace.

We are thankful to the minority for that part of their report
on this resolution which so conclusively justifies its adoption
in order that we may, as they say, afford * relief from the bur-
dens, inconveniences, extravagances, and losses which come from
the existence of this—war—Ilegislation.” We have given heed to
the demand which reaches the Congress from every section of
the country for this relief from war legislation, the hampering
and vexations and blighting character of which has been elo-
quently stated by the minority, and we shall respond to this
demand with a praetically unanimous vote on the Republican
side. .[Applause on the Republican side.]

From the viewpoint of partisan advantage we might be
fempted fto hope that few on the minority side shall support
this resolution, for nothing could so clearly demonstrate to the
counfry the constructive patriotism of the Republican Party
on the one hand, and a narrow and provincial partisanship
on the part of the minority, a8 a sharp division of the vote on
party lines.

But the issue is too important for partisanship, and while I
shall not appeal to the gentlemen on the minority side to follow
the dictates of their consciences rather than those of parfisan-
ship, I am reminded what a splendid thing it would be if, as we
all joined in the declaration under which the Republic drew the
sword and sent millions of her youth to battle, we could now
join in the official declaration of the establishment of conditions
of peace and in the return to the people of the extraordinary
authority and jurisdiction which, in their name, we placed in the
hands of the Chief Executive for the purposes of war. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side,]

Through the days of strife and struggle we on the Republican
side joined in furnishing men and money and authority without
stint or limit, so it would appear seemly and proper that the
House should be united when we proclaim the fact of peace,
known of all men, and in doing so return to the people the ex-
traordinary powers we are authorized to invoke pnly under the
stress of war. [Applause on the Republican side.]
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* "It is net essential to the discussion of this resolution that we
shall consider the oceurrences which have made it necessary.
On the other hand, it is proper that we should recall that the
only reason why conditions of peace have not been restored
through the more usual method of a treaty is because the Chief
Executive refused to sanction in the legislative body which co-
ordinates with him under the Constitution in tlie making of
treaties the same freedom of judgment and action that he in-
sisted upon for himself. For it is known of all men who care to
be informed that the prevailing opinion in the matter is con-
firmed by the public announcement of a Demoecratic Senator
that but for the pressure by the Chief Executive to the con-
trary the treaty would have been ratified with reservations
safegnarding the Republic and preserving its sovereignty and
peace thus secured and proclaimed.

In such a situation is there anyone with so poor an opinion
of our form of Government as to believe that, having waited pa-
tiently 17 months for a treaty of peace, for the relief from burden-
some and extraordinary control, for the reestablishment of nor-
mul conditions of trade and intercourse, we are helpless to cure
the situntion and must indefinitely wait upon the will of one man,
and he the one on whom we have conferred powers and pre-
rogatives and jurisdiction which the people have carefully re-
served in themselves only to be guardedly conferred upon the
President during the imperative exigencies of war.

As we glory in our country and in our Constitution, we decline
to nccept a construction so narrow, so destructive, so subversive
of the theory and principles of the Republic. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

No one approached the preparation of this resolution without
appreciation of the differefices of opinion liable to arise as to
phraseology and formula, but out of an abundance of council
came clarity of thought and unanimity of opinion, both as to form
and substance. And yet all realized that in relation to a pro-
ceeding somewhat novel, some valid objections might have been
overlooked, and some suggestion of change of real merit might
be made, But since the popping of the pickets on Tuesday, the
firing of the siege guns in the minority report, through the boom-
ing and rattle of light and heavy artillery of debate, including
a considerable number of popguns and some duds, not a real,
substantial, or convincing thought has been advanced or argu-
ment made against either the plan, purpose, or pattern of the
resolution. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Out of the smoke screen of political camouflage, through the
cloud of variegated gas, one curiously illogical note has whined
its way through the atmosphere of debate. They say the Re-
publicans are trying to embarrass the President! The wicked
Republicans, who are accused of spending a large part of their
time assailing the President, are charged with some sinister
purpose in connection with this resolution, touching the Chief
Executive,

A large part of the criticism I have heard of the Predident has
filtered out of the Democratic cloak rooms. I have heard sur-
prisingly little of it, everything considered, elsewhere; but how-
ever that may be, everybody knows, except those who are will-
fully misled, that there is neither infringement of executive
authority nor aught of embarrassment to the Executive in this
resolution. There is not unless, indeed, the Executive may
voluntarily assume the embarrassment of vetoing a measure
which has the approval, the commendation, and the enthusiastic
support of an overwheliming majority of the people.

Is it not about time that our friends on the other side got
to thinking in terms of the Republic and cease to have their acts
and public utterances colored and controlled by influences hay-
ing their sources in the Executive Mansion? [Applause on the
Itepublican side.]

We are still, thank God, a government of, for, and by the
people, and without thought or purpose of encroaching upon the
proper authority and jurisdiction of anyone, we are under our
oaths, and in the full light and under the full authority of the
Constitution, proposing to legislate, not to please this, that, or
the other individual, organization. or agency, but for, on behalf,
amd in the interest of all of the people of the Republic in the
reestablishment of a state of peace. [Applause on the Republi-
can side.]

The SPEAKER. All time for debate has expired.

Mr, LONGWORTH. Mr, Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Under the rule does the previous ques-
tion operate upon the motion to recommit as well as on the
final vote? |

The SPEAKER.” The Chair thinks it does. The Chair will
decide that question when it arises, The previous question was

LIX—345

ordered by the rule. The quesiion is on the engrossment and
third reading of the joint resolution.

The question was taken, and the joint resolution was ordered
to be read a third time, g

The SPEAKER. Without objectien, the preamble is agreed to.

There was no objection.

The joint resolution was read the third time.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following motion to
recommit which I send to the desk and ask to have read, and
on that I demand the previous question,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Virginia offers a me-
tion to recommit, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Froop offers the following motion to recommit :

That House joint resolution No. 327 be recommitted to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs with instructions to the committee to report
the snme to the House forthwith with the following amendment :

Strike out all the preamble and all after the enacting clanse and in-
sert following the enacting clause the following :

“That all acts and joint resolutions of Congress which have been
passed since April 6, 1917, and which by their terms are to be effective
only for the Heriml of the war, or for the present or existing emer-
Fency. or until a treaty of peace should be ratified, or until the proe-
smation by the President of the ratification of a treaty of peace, are
hereby repealed; and all such acts and resolutions which by their
terms are to be effective only during and for a specified perioil after
such war, or such present or existing emergency, or the ratification of
such treaty, or the proclamation by the President of the ratifieation
of such treaty, are hereby repealed, which repeal shall be effective
at the end of the specified ?erlod. such specified period being construsl
as beginning on the date of the final passage of this resolution.”

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question on
the motion to recommit. \

The SPEAKER. The Chair has examined the rule and is of
opinion that the previous question is not necessary. The rule
provides;

That at the conclusion of the general debate the previous question
ghall be considered as ordered on the said House joint resolution to
final passage without intervening motion, except one motion to re-
commit, £ .

That clause, in the opinion of the Chair, prevents any motion
to amend and makes the previous question unnecessary. The
question is on the motion of the gentleman from Virginia to
recommit the joint resolution.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, on that I demand the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The gquestion was taken; and there were—yeas 171, nays 222,
answered “ present” 2, not voting 32, as follows:

YEAS—1T1.

Almon Doughton Larsen Rainey, J. W.
Ashbrook Dupré Lazaro Raker
Aswell Eagan Lea, Calif, Randall, Calir,
Ayres Eagle Lee, Ga, Rayburn
Babka Evans, Mont. Lesher Riordan
Barkley Evans, Nev., Linthicum Romjue
Bee Ferris Lonergan Rouse
Benson Fields MceAndrews Rowan
Black Fisher. McClintie Rubey
Blackmon Flood McDuflie Rucker
Bland, Va. Fuller, Mass, MeGlennon Sanders, La.,
Blanton Gallagher McKeown Sherwood
Box Gandy McKiniry Sims
Brand Ganly McLane Sisson
Briggs Gard Maher Small
Brinson Garner Major Smith, N. Y.
Brumbaugh Godwin, N. C. Mann, 8. C. Stedman
Buchanan roldfogle Mansfield Stephens, Miss,
Byrnes, S. . wodwin, Ark, Martin Stevenson
Byrng, Tenn. Griffin Mays toll
Caldwell Hard [y. Tex, Mead Sullivan
Campbell, Pa. Harrison Milligan Sumners, Tex,
Candler Hastings Minahan, N. J. Tague
Cantrill Hayden Montagne Taylor, Ark.
Carew Hersmuon Moon Taylor, Colo.
Carss Hoey Mooney Thomas
Casey Holland Moore, Va. Tillman
Clark, Fla. Howard Nelson, Mo. Upshaw
Clark, Mo. Huddleston Nicholls, S.C.  Venable
Cleary l[umﬂ;ﬂelh O’'Connell Vinson
Coady Hull, Tenn, O'Connor Watking
Collier Humphreys Oldfield Weaver
Connally Igoe Oliver Welling
Crisp Jacoway Overstreet Welty
Cullen Johnson, Ky. Padgett Whaley

vey Johnson, Miss. Park Wilson, La,
Davis, Tenn, Johnston, N. Y., Parrish Wilson, Pa.
Dent Jones, Tex, Pell Wingo
Dickinson, Mo. Kelley, Mich. Phelan Wise
Dominick Kettner Pou Wonds, Va
Donovan Kincheloe Quin Wright
Dooling Lanham Rainey, Ala, Young, Tex.
Doremus Lankford Rainey, EL. T.

NAYS—222,

Ackerman Begi Drooks, Pa, Cannon
Anderson Benham rowne Chindblom
Andrews, Md. Bland, Ind. Burdick Christopherson
Andrews, Nebr, Boles Burke Classon
Anthony Bowers Buorroughs Cole
Baer Britten Dutler Cooper
Barbour Brooks, I1L Campbell, Kans, Cop{":y
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Costello Hawle, MacGregor Schall
Soutel i Y s denso e TllletE}PEAKER The question is on the passage of the joint
Cramton Hernandesz Magee Sells resolution.
Crowther Hersey Mapes Sinclair Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays.
i)]n;'rle, Mich, H:g!;:y M%n g}unott The yeas and nays were ordered.
Dalltnger Hill Michener Smith, Idabo The question was taken; and there were—yeas 242, nays 150,
Darrow Hoch Miller Smith. I answered “ present” 2, not voting 33, as follows:
Davis, Minn. Houghton Monahan, Wis.  Smith, M_ich. YEA 4
Dempsey Hullngs Mondell Snell 8—242,
D!ckfnson,lown Hull, Iowa Moore, Ohio Bnyder Ackerman Foster Lehlbach Rlcketts
Dowell Husted Moores, Ind Steenerson Anderson Frear Little Riddick
Dunbar Hutchinson Stephens, Ohlo Andrews, Md. Freeman Luce Robsion, Ky,
PDunn Ireland Morin Stiness J Andrews, Nebr. French Lufkin Rogers
Dyer James Mott Strong, Kans. Anthony Fuller, I1L Luhring
Fehols Jefteris Mudd Strong, Pa. Ashbrook Gallivan McArthur Rowe
Edmonds Johnson, 8, Dak. Murphy Wash. Baer Ganly McCulloch Sanders, Ind.
Elliott Johnson, Wash. Nelson, Wis. Sweet Barbour Garland McFadden Sanders, N, Y.
Ellsworth Jones, Pa., Newton, Minn, Bwoy Besﬁ Gl{m: McKenzie Sanford
1ston Juul ewton, Mo. Taylor, Tenn, Benham Goldfogle McKiniry Schall
Emerson Kahn Nichols, Mich, Temple Bland, Ind. Good McKinley Heott
Esch Kearns Nolan Thompson Boles Goodall McLane Sells
Evans, Nebr, Keller Oﬂien Tilson Bowers Goodykoontz MecLaughlin, m::h.sherwood
Fairfield Kellg. Pa. Olney Timberlake Britten Goul McLaughlin, Nebr.Sinclair
Fess Kendall Oshorne Tincher Brooks, IIL Graham, II1. MacCrate innott
Foeht Kennedy, R. L Tinkham Brooks, Pa, G Iowa MacGregor Slem
Fordney Liess Par! Towner Browne Greene, Mass Madden Smith, Idaho
Foster in Treadway Burdick Greene, Vt, M Bmith, I11,
Frear "nﬁaid Platt Vaile Burke Griest - Maher Smith, Mich,
Freeman Kleczka Porter Vare Burroughs Hadle{ Mapes nell
French Knuston Purnell Vestal Butler Hamil Mason Snyder
Faller, T11. aus Radcliffe Voigt Caldwell Hardy, Colo Mead Steenerson
Gallivan Kreider ¥ Volstead Campbell, Eans. Harreld Merritt 8 ephens, Ohio
Garland Lam Ramseyer ‘Walsh Cannon I{au%fen \Iichener B
Glynn Langley Randall, Wis. ‘Walters Carew Hawley Miller 8 ‘:rong, Kans.
Good La, Reavis ‘Watson Chindblom Monahan, Wis. Btrong, Pa.
Goodall {lbach Reber Webster Christopherson  Hernandez Mondell Sullivan
Geodykoontz Little Reed, N. Y. Classon lersey Moore, Ohio Summers, Wash,
Goul Luce Reed, W, Va. White, Kans, Cole Hickey Moores, Ind. Sweet
Graham, 111 Lufkin Rhodes White, icks Mor, Swope
Green, Jowa Lubring Ricketts Wilson, I11. Cﬂil J 1 !r!onf Tague
(*rqone, Mass. MeArthur Riddick Winslow lo Hoch Mott Taylor, Tenn,
Green, Vt. McCulloeh Robsion, Ky. Wood, Ind. Heughton Mudd Temple
Griest MceFadden Rogers Wi rd Cramtan Huddleston urphy Thompson
Hadl e Rose Yates Crowther Hul g3 Ne!son, Wis. Tiison
Hmfﬁ MeKinl towe Young, N. Dak. Cullen Hull m Newton, Minn. Timberlake
Hardy, Colo. cIaau:inn. Mich.Sanders, Ind. an Currie, Mich. ] Newton, Mo. Tincher
Harreld McLaughlin, Nebr.Sanders, N, Y. Dale i“t'ﬂhinwn Mdmls, Mich. in
Haugen MacCrate Sanford g:lr!ggger _!‘;emnd 0, Con %o;nder
ANSWERED * PRESENT "—2, Davis, Minn,  Jefferis O'Connor alle
Bell Longworth ¥ Johnson, 8. Dak, Ogden Vare
NOT VOTING—32. Dickinson, Iowa Johnson, Wash., O ney Vestal
Bacharach Dewalt McPherson Shreve Dooling Jones, Pa. Osborne Yoigt
Bankhead Drane Mann, I11. Sie. Dowell Juoul Pai Volstead
Bland, Mo. Garrett Neely 8 thwit:k Dun Kahn Par Walsh
Booher Graham, Pa. Robinson, N. C.  Steagall Dunn Kearns Walters
Cara Hamilton Rodenber; Steele er Keller Peters Watson
Carter Heflin Sabath Ward Echols Kelly, Pa. Platt Webster
Curry, Calif. Kennedy, ITowa  Scully Wason monds Kendall Porter Wheeler .
Denison Kitchin Sears Williams E{};‘:}} AR Kes:gl;edml! I %Encflltlt %%e.ﬁsns.
So the motion to recommit ;lras reject;ed. Elston King Ramaey W{.ls(aﬁ, 1,
n ving pairs: n n Ramseyer nslow
Ao Cerk SEnI e 2 Sullowhe pelm Bsch Kleczkn Randall, Calit.  Wood, Ind.
0 » Evans, Nebr. Enutson Randall, Wis, Woodyard
Mr. KrrcEIN (for) with Mr. LoxcworTH (against). Evans, Nev. Kraus Reavis Yates
Mr. RomnsoN of North Carolina (for) with Mr. Maxy of | Fairfield Kreider Reber Young, N, Dak.
Illinois (against) Fess - Lampert Reed, N. X. lman
ols (ag . Foeht Langley . Va.
Mr. Bern (for) with Mr. RopENBERG (against). , | Fordney Layton Rhodes
Mr. Herran (for) with Mr. Witrrams (against). NAYS—150.
Mr. STEELE (for) with Mr. GraHAM of Pennsylvania (against). | Aimon Doughton Taruan Rayburn
Mr. GaggerT (for) with Mr. DENIsoN (agalnst). Aswell Dupré Riordan
Mr. Caraway (for) with Mr. SurevE (against). m %gm Lea,g:'m. ﬁﬂmﬁ
Mr. Neery (for) with Mr. Sieeer (against). Barklay Ferria L eticn e
Mr. Carter (for) with Mr. Warp (against). Bee Fields Linthicum Rubey
Mr. DranE (for) with Mr. Curry of California (against). Denson Fisher Lon Rucker
i Black Fl McAndrews S:mdera. La.
Mr. SteAgarn (for) with Mr. WAsoN (a.gninst). Blackmon Fuller, Mass. MeClintic Sims
Mr. SaarEwIck (for) with Mr. KENxEDpy of Iowa (against). | Bland, Va, Gallagher cDuffie Sisson
Mr. DEwALT (for) with Mr. BAcHARACH (against). Bamux ton gaﬂﬂ-\' uccg!:‘n::n ng‘& s
General pairs: X Brand Garner Major Stedman _
Mr. McPrERSON with Mr. SABATH. Briggs Godwin, N. C. 8 Stephens, Miss,
Mr. Haatrrox with Mr, Brano of Missourl. g%;ggugh gg?dwm Ar Mansfield Stevenson
Mr, BELL. Mr. Speaker, how am I recorded? Buchanan Hardy, Tex. Mays Somners. Tex.
The SPEAKER. The gentleman is recorded in the affirma- | Byrnes, 8. C. Harrison Milf Taylor, Atk.
tive. BCams' nn. Hastings Minghan, N. J. 'I‘ayLor. Colo.
Mr. BELL. Mr. Speaker, I am paired with the gentleman | Gompbel, Pa.  Hayden ontague
from Illinois, Mr. RopExeErG, and I desire to withdraw my | Cantrill oey Mooney. Upshaw
vote of “aye” and answer * present.” Eﬂm Eglésng Hoor% Vva. m;
The name of Mr. BELL was called, and he answered “ Present.” m'm?. Fla. _ﬂua_” th m.:ﬁ%lf,, 8.C Watkins
Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I desire to know how I am | Clark, Mo. Hull, Tenn. 1dfield Weaver
recorded Coape R b
The SPEAKER. The gentleman is recorded in the negative, &f‘ﬁg} ;ﬁ‘éﬁwa, Pafigett& W?:a ey
Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I have a pair with the | Connally Johnson, K; I Park Wilson, La.
gentleman fr8m North Carolina, Mr. KrrcHIy, who is unavoid- | {risp o Y. Paoon ko
ably and most regrettably detained by sudden illness. If Mr. Davi{ Tenn, Jones, Tex. . Pou Wise
KrrcHIN were present, he would vote “aye™; and I having Pt . Egztiteny Mich. uige s go?h Va.
= “w » 12 c n, Mo. er ! r
voted “no” desire to withdraw my vote and answer “ present.” | ;//CxReO" Hirehalob mmc;' T, You%g. Tex.
[Applause.] Donovan nham Rainey, J. W. .
The name of Mr. LoNewortH was called, and he answered | Doremus Lankford Raker -
“ Present.” : ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—2.
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. Bell Longworth
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NOT VOTING—33.

Bacharach Drana Mann, TIL Smithwick
Bankhcad Evans, Mont, Neely Nteagall
Bland, Mo, Garrett Robinson, N. C.  Stecle
Booher Graham, Pa. Rudenberg Ward
Caraway Iamilton Sabath Wason
Carter Heflin Scully Willinms
Curry, Calif. Kennedy, Towa Sears

Denison Kitchin Shreve .
Dewalt MeI’herson Siegel

So the resolution was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following additional pairs:

Mr., LoxcwortH (for peace resolution) with Mr., KrrcHIN
(ngainst).

Mr. Maxy of Illinois (for peace resolution) with Mr. Rosix-
sox of North Carolina (against).

Mr. Ropexsera (for peace resolution)
(against).

Mr. Gramax of Pennsylvania (for peace resolution) with
Mr. Steere (against).

with Mr. BrLL

Mr. Wittiams (for peace resolution) with Mr. Herrnix
(against).

Mr, Dexisox (for peace resolution) with ~Mr. GArrerT
(against).

Mr. SHeEvE (for peace resolution) with Mr. Caraway
(against).

Mr. Smgern (for peace resolution) with Mr. Neery (against).

Mr. Wazrp (for peace resolution) with Mr. CarTEr (against).

Mr. Curey of California (for peace resolution) with Mr,
Draxe (against).

Mr. Wasox (for
(against).

Mr. Kexxeny of Iowa (for peace resolution) with Mr. Santi-
wick (against).

Mr. BacHArRAcH (for peace resolution) with Mr.
(against),

peace resolution) with Mr. StEAGALL

DEwWALT

Mr., HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to make a
statement. My colleague, Mr. BacaaracH, has been detained

at his home on account of sickness, If he were here, he would
_\'Ut(‘ “ _\“.‘ﬂ.."

Mr. BELL. Mr. Speaker, how am I recorded?

The SPEAKER. In the negative.

Mr. BELL, 1 am paired with the gentleman from Illinois,
Mr. RopeExBeErG, and I withdraw my vote of *nay"” and an-
swer * present.”

Mr. LONGWORTH, Mr. Speaker, I desire to make the same
announcement as to my ‘pair with the gentleman from North
Carolina, Mr. Krrcuix, that T made a moment ago. Had he
been present he would have voted “nay ™ and I would have
voted * yea."

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Speaker, on account of the unavoidable
absence of my colleague, Mr. Siecer, he could not vote to-day.
If he were present, he would have voted * yea.”

The SPEAKER. He is paired that way.

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend in the Recorp & telegram which I received from Mr,
Gaxeerr, of Tennessee, respecting his vote on the peace reso-
lution,

The SPEAKER The gentleman from Texas asks unanimous
congent to extend his remarks in the Le:msm in the manner
indicated. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

The telegram referred to is as follows:

DRESDEX, TENN., April 8, 1920,
Houn. Jous M. GARNER,
House of Representatives, Washington, D, C.

Father's condition such I can not leave. Pair me against resolu-
tion. If this is not possible, state for RECORD reason for my absence,
and that if present 1 would vote * No.,"

Fixis J. GARRETT,

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.
On motion of Mr. PorTER, a motion to reconsider the vote by
which the resolution was agreed to was laid on the table,

FORTIFICATION APPROPRIATIONS.
Mr. SLEMDP’, by direction of the Committee on Appropria-

tions, reported the bill (H. R. 13555) making appropriations
for fortifications and other works of defense, for the armament
thereof, and for the procurement of heavy ordnance for trial
and service, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1921, and for
other purposes, which was referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, and ordered printed.

Mr. BAGAN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve all points of order on
the bill,

MEMORIAL SERVICES FOB LATE REPRESEXTATIVE JOSEPH E.
THOMPSON.

Mr. McCLINTIC. Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask unanimous
consent that Sunday, April 18, 1920, beginning at 12 o'clock
noon, be set aside for addresses in memory of the late JoserH
B. TaoMrsos, a Representative from the State of Oklahoma.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oklahoma asks unani-
mous consent that Sunday, April 18, 1920, be set aside for
memorial services on his late colleidgue, Mr. THoMPsON. Is
there objection? {After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

AMENDMENT TO FEDERAL FARM-LOAN ACT.

Mr. PLATT, from the Committee on Banking and Currency,
submitted a conference report on the bill (H. R. 9065) to
amend sections 3, 5, 10, 12, 20, and 21 of the act approved
July 17, 1916, known as the Federal farm-loan act, for printing
in the Recorp under the rules,

EXROLLED BILLS SIGNED.

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills of
the following titles:

8. 4082, An act to amend section 4878 of the Revised Statutes
as amended by the act of March 3, 1897 ; and

N, 3813. An act to authorize the construction of a bridge across
Lake Champlain between the towns of Shoreham, Vt., and
Ticonderoga, N. Y.

LEAVES OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent, leaves of absence were granied as fol-
lows:

To Mr, Ssmrrir of Michigan,
business.

To Mr., Tavror of Tennessee, for 10 days, on account of
important business, i

for two weeks, on important

ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. ROGERS, Mr. ﬁpc*i!.er. I move that the House do now
adjourn,

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 6 o'clock and 22
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until Saturday, April 10.
1920, at 12 o'clock noon,

OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND,
RESOLUTIONS,

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, !

Mr. SLEMP, from the Committee on Appropriations, to which
was referred the bill (H. R. 18555) making appropriations for
fortifications and other works of defense, for the armament
thereof, and for the procurement of heavy ordnance for trial
and service, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1921, and for
other purposes, reported the same without amendment, accom-
panied by a report (No. 814), which said bill and report were
referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

REPORTS

CHANGE OF REFEREXNCE.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions was discharged from the consulemtlon of the bill (H. R.
6130) granting an increase of pension to James Robinson, and
the same was referred to the Committee on Pensions.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS,

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and 1wemorials
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BAER: A bill (H. R. 13526) to create a national food
commission, to define its powers and duties, and to stimulate the
production, sale, and distribution of live stock and live-stock
products, and for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 13527) author-
izing the Secretary of War to donate to the town of Cloverport,
Ky., one German cannon or fieldpiece ; to the Committee on Mili-
tary Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 18528) authorizing the Secretury of War
to donate fo the town of Springfield, Ky.. one German cannon
or fieldpiece; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. SLEMP: A bill (H. R. 13555) making appropriations
for fortifications and other works of defense, for the armament
thereof, and for the procurement of heavy ordnance for trial
and service, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1921, and for
other purposes; to the Committee of the Whole House on Lhe
state of the Union,

»
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By Mr. HICKS: . A bill (H. R. 13556) to create a bureau of
aeronautics and a naval flying corps in the Department of the
Navy; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. PELL: A bill (H. R. 18557) to amend the provisions
of laws regulating the collection of taxes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. MacGREGOR : Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 332) pro-
posing an amendment to the Constitution of the United States;
to the Committee en the Judiciary.

By Mr. CULLEN: Memorial of the Senate of the State of
New York, regarding the canals of the State of New York; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clanse 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDREWS of Maryland: A bill (H. R. 13529) for the
relief of I. James Rigegin; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 18530) for the relief of Annie Ellis; to the
Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13531) to correct the military record of
Thomas H. Caldwell; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13532) fer the relief of William J. Harris;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. ASHBROOK : A bill (H, R. 13533) granting an in-
crease of pension to Thomas C. Staggers; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 13534) granting an increase of pension to
George F. Portwick ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 18535) granting an increase of pension to
Solomon Stricker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 13536) granting an increase of pension to
John W. Green; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13537) granting an increase of peansion to
Sylvester Clennings; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13538) granting an increase of pension to
James F. Denney; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. COLE: A bill (H. R. 13539) granting an increase of
pension to Charles O. Woesner; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13540) granting an increase of pension to
Simon E. Foust; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CROWTHER : A bill (H. R. 13541) granting relief to
Lee M. Allen; fo the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. EDMONDS: A bill (H. R. 13542) for the relief of
the Liberty loan subscribers of the NNorth Penn Bank, of Phila-
delphia, Pa.; the Santa Rosa National Bank, of Santa Rosa,
Calif.; and the Mineral City Bank, of Mineral City, Ohio; to
the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. FESS: A bill (H, R. 18548) granting a pension to
Arminta Lary; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13544) granting an increase of pension to
Louisa Johnson; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. FULLER of Massachusetts: A bill (H. R. 13545) for
the relief of Edward C. Jacobs; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13546) for the relief of George C. Hussey;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr., IGOE: A bill (H. R. 18547) granting an increase of
pension to Dwight D. Jehnson; to the Commitiee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 13548) to
correct the military record of A. G. Vincent ; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

Dy Mr. LANGLEY : A bill (H, R. 13549) granting an increase
of pension to William Endicett; to the Committee on Invalid
T'ensions.

By Mr. LEE of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 18550) granting an
increase of pension to Georgia A. Godard; to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. MacGREGOR : A bill (H. R. 13551) granting an in-
t%'ease of pension to Joseph R. Mumm ; to the Committee on Pen-
slons.

By Mr. SLEMP: A bill (H. R. 18552) granting a pension to
Robert H, Wilgon ; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 13553) for the
relief of Elizabeth C. Abbey ; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. TINCHER : A bill (H, R. 13554) for the relief of the
Garden City (Kans.) Water Users’ Association, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands,

N

PETITIOXS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

2874. By the SPEAKER (by request) : Petition of Celum-
bia Lodge, No. 174, International Association of Machinists, of
Washington, D. (., urging relief of the war-time prisoners, ete.;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

2875. By Mr. CROWTHER : Petition of members of the First
Presbyterian Church of Gloversville, N, Y., urging enactment of
legislation conserving integrity of the Government of Korea and
affording protection _to Christian missionaries engaged in mis-
sionary work in Korea ; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

2876. By Mr. EMERSON : Petition of Henry P. Shupe Post,

'No. 22, of the American Legion, favoring the passage of House

bill 13283 ; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

2877. By Mr. FULLER of Illinois: Petition of H. J. Heinz &
Co,, of Rock Island, Ill, opposing House bills 12379 and 12646;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

2878. By Mr. O'CONNELL: Petition of the National Guard
Association of the State of New York, favoring the recoguition
of the National Guard as a national body of citizen soldiery and
urging Congress to provide for the reorganization of the Na-
tional Guard under the Army clause of the Constitufion; to the

‘Committee on Military Affairs.

2879. Also, petition of American Association for Labor Legls-
lation, New York City, favoring retirement of civil-service em-
ployees; to the Committee on Reform in the Civil Service.

2880. By Mr. JOHN W. RAINEY: Petition of the 8t
Michael Archangel Society, Polish National Alliance of North
America, Chicago, Ill., opposing the passage of Senate bill 3718;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

SENATE.
. Saturoay, April 10, 1920.

Rev. Richard H. Bennett, D, D., of Lynchburg, Va., offered
the following prayer:

Gracious Father, source of all wisdom and God of all power,
we acknowledge Thy sovereignty and pray for Thy guidance.
Thou hast graciously led us and blest us beyond our deserts.
In our feebleness compared with Thy great strength, in our
ignorance compared with Thy wisdom, children all in Thy sight,
we ask Thy continued guidance and blessing.

We thank Thee for the gracious record of our Nation, and for
the possibilities of the future that brighten and glorify the days
to come. We pray Thee that the responsibilities of the present
may be adequately met and that Thy guidance may be sought
and obtained by all our citizenship high and low.

We pray Thy blessing upon Thy servant the President of the
United States, that he may be restored to complete health and
strength, and that all Thy people in every office may be guided
by Thee. We pray Thy blessing upon each of us that we may
be delivered from the mistakes that belong to human nature
and that we may seek Thy holy will in all our doings. ;

We thank Thee for the gracious life that the Senate com-
memorates to-day and for the useful career of our departed
friend and father. We pray Thee that the lessons of his life
may be handed down, that we may profit thereby, and that the
enrichment may come to us from the wvirtues that adorned his
character,

We pray Thy blessing upon every Member of the Senate and
upon the homes represented here, that Thy gracious protection
and care may be given unfo each and every one, that those in
sickness may be delivered and strengthened, and that when life
shall close with each of us we may look back upon days spent
in accordance with Thy plans, to a life used as Thou hast given
us wisdom to see it, and enter through the gates into fhat
eternal city where Thy children shall gather when the battles
of life are over and we come to the day of rest.

Grant these things in the name of our Savior. Amen.

On request of Mr. Curris, and by unanimous congent, the
reading of the Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was dispensed
with and the Journal was approved.

MEMORIAT ADDRESSES ON THE LATE SBENATOR MARTIN.

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I ask for the adeption of
the resolutions which I send to the desk.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolutions will be read,

The resolutions (8. Res. 847) were read, considered by unani-
mous consent, and unanimously agreed to, as follows:
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